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By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas:

H. R. 9160. A bill to provide for trials of and judgments
upon the issue of good behavior in the case of certain Fed-
eral judges; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WELCH:

H. R. 9161. A bill to amend the Panama Canal Act; to the

Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
By Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey:

H. R. 9162. A bill to provide for the construction of five
vessels for the Coast Guard designed for ice-breaking and
assistance work; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia:

H. R. 9163. A bill to amend chapter 21 of the Internal
Revenue Code, relating to the processing tax on certain oils
imported from the Philippine Islands or other possessions of
the United States, so as to provide uniform treatment for
Guam, American Samoa, and the Philippine Islands; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN:

H.R.9164. A bill relating to the acquisition of foreign
silver by the United States; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LEMKE:

H. J.Res. 502. Joint resolution making an additional ap-
propriation for work relief and relief in certain drought-
stricken areas of the United States; to the Committee on
Appropriations,

By Mr. HAVENNER:

H. Res. 447. Resolution directing the Secretary of the
Interior to transmit to the House of Representatives a report
relative to a survey of the possibilities and prerequisites of
the development of the Territory of Alaska; to the Committee
on the Territories.

By Mr. MOSER:

H. Res. 448. Resolution to provide for an investigation of
the Civil Service Commission and its activities; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. HINSHAW:

H.Res. 449. Resolution directing the Secretary of War
to provide certain information concerning the coast defenses
of southern California; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. MACIEJEWSKI:
H.R.9165. A bill for the relief of John Carroll; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.
By Mr. CHAPMAN:
H.R.9166. A bill granting a pension to Sarah C. Free-
land; to the Committee on Pensions.
By Mr. KITCHENS:
H.R.9167. A bill for the relief of Ben H. Thomason; to
the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. CROWE:
H.R.9168. A bill for the relief of Ellison McCurry; to
the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. CLEVENGER:
H.R.9169. A bill granting an increase of pension to Jane
Vanskiver; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,
By Mr. LELAND M. FORD:

H.R.9170. A bill for the relief of Robert P. Sick; to the
Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:
7250. By Mr. McCANDREWS: Petition of the racing homing-
pigeon fanciers and friends of Chicago, Ill., supporting House
bill 7813; to the Committee on Agriculture.
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7251. By Mr. HART: Petition of the New Jersey Press As-
sociation, opposing the Patman chain-store bill as menacing
to free business enterprise and destructive of chain stores
whose natural development has been to the benefit of con-
sumers and producers; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

7252, Also, petition of the New Jersey Audubon Society,
Newark, N, J. favoring the adoption of the plan of flood
control for the Passaic River Valley which contemplates a dry
detention dam being constructed at Two Bridges and which
would not result in permanently flooding any of the Passaic
River bottom lands above Two Bridges; to the Committee
on Flood Control.

7253. Also, petition of the Associated General Contractors
of New Jersey, Trenton, N. J., opposing the use of Work
Projects Administration funds and Work Projects Adminis-
tration labor on Federal-aid highway projects; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

7254, Also, petition of the New Jersey State Federation of
Labor, Newark, N. J., favoring the passage of the amendments
to the National Labor Relations Act sponsored by the Amer-
ican Federation of Labor; to the Committee on Labor.

7255. By Mr. LUDLOW: Petition of Harrison White, of
Indianapolis, Ind., relating to the fiscal policy of the United
States; to the Committee on Appropriations.

7256. By Mr. THOMASON: Petition of residents of El Paso,
Tex., urging passage of the Neely block-booking bill; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

7257. By Mr, SCHIFFLER: Petition of L. Litman, presi-
dent, and Sara Durham, secretary, Townsend Club, No. 1,
Moundsville, W. Va., lamenting the passing of the late Sen-
ator Willlam Edgar Borah, of Idaho; to the Committee on
Memorials,

7258. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the General Welfare
Federation of America, Inc., State of Florida, Congressional
District No. 1, asking that the Seventy-sixth Congress enact
the improved General Welfare Act (H. R. 5620) ; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

7259. Also, petition of the American Student Union, Uni-
versity of California Chapter, making certain demands
regarding the National Youth Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

7260. Also, petition of the American Communications Asso-
ciation, Local 31, supporting Senate bill 591; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

7261. Also, petition of the Polish Community Home, Bing-
hamton, N. Y., with respect to aid and relief from America
for the suffering, needy, and starving people of Poland; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

7262. Also, petition of the International Workers Order,
Branch 939, asking for the discontinuance of the Dies com-
mittee; to the Committee on Rules.

7263. Also, petition of Thelma. R. Grimm and sundry
citizens of Columbus, Ohio, requesting the passage of the
Neely bill (S. 280); to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

SENATE

MoNDAY, APRIL 1, 1940
(Legislative day of Monday, March 4, 1940)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Rev. Duncan Fraser, assistant rector, Church of the Epiph-
any, Washington, D. C., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, who art the Father of all men upon the
earth, most heartily we pray that Thou wilt deliver Thy chil-
dren from the cruelties of war and lead the nations into the
way of peace. Teach us to put away all bitterness and misun-
derstanding, that we, with all the brethren of the Son of Man,
may draw together as one comity of peoples and dwell ever-
more in the fellowship of that Prince of Peace who liveth and
reigneth with Thee in the unity of the Holy Spirit both now
and for evermore. Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar day
Friday, March 29, 1940, was dispensed with, and the Journal
was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President of the United States
were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his
secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr, Callo-
way, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House had
passed a bill (H. R. 9109) making appropriations for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1941, and for other
purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Donahey Lee Schwellenbach
Ashurst Downey Lodge Sheppard
Austin Ellender Lucas Shipstead
Balley Frazier Lundeen Smathers
Bankhead George MeCarran Smith
Barbour Gerry McKellar Stewart
Barkley Gibson McNary Taft

Bilbo Gillette Maloney Thomas, Idaho
Bone Glass Mead Thomas, Okla
Bridges Green Miller Thomas, Utah
Brown Gurney Minton Tobey

Bulow Hale Murray Townsend
Byrd Harrison Norris

Byrnes Hatch Nye Tydings
Capper Hayden O'Mahoney Vandenberg
Caraway Herring Overton Van Nuys
Chandler Holman Pepper ‘Wagner
Chavez Holt Pittman Walsh

Clark, Idaho Hughes Radcliffe White

Clark, Mo. Johnson, Calif, Reed Wiley
Connally Johnson, Colo. Reynolds

Danaher King Russell

Davis La Follette Schwarta

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. Awnprewsl], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Burke], the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. GUrFEY],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr, Hirnl, the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. NeeLy], and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. StaTTERY] are detained from the Senate on important
public business.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. WHeELER] is unavoid-
ably detained.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

CONVEYANCE OF LAND AT MARMET, W. VA—VETO MESSAGE (S.
DOC. NO. 173)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States, which was read
and ordered to be printed, as follows:

To the Senate:

I am returning herewith, without my approval, S. 1750, an
act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey to the town
of Marmet, W. Va., two tracts of land to be used for municipal
purposes.

It is the purpose of this bill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of War to convey by quitclaim deed to the town
of Marmet, W. Va., two tracts of land aggregating approxi-
mately 4.38 acres, more or less, situated on the west side of
the Great Kanawha River, at lock and dam No. 2, in Marmet,
W. Va., no longer needed for the purpose for which acquired,
and being a part of the 9.24 acres acquired by the Govern-
ment in 1933 at a cost of $25,000 for access purposes and as
a site for the storage of equipment and materials during the
construction of the dam. The town of Marmet desires the
land for use as a play and recreational ground for the town,
as well as the immediate environment at the Great Kanawha
Valley.
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The act of August 26, 1935 (49 Stat. 800), authorized the
Secretary of the Treasury to dispose of building sites under
his control for which he had determined there was no further
Federal need by sale and quitclaim deed to States, counties,
municipalities, and other political subdivisions, at a price
not less than 50 percent of the value of the land as appraised
by the Treasury Department; and the act of August 27, 1935
(49 Stat. 885), authorized the Secretary of the Treasury to
sell any real property of the United States outside the Dis-
trict of Columbia and exclusive of military or naval reserva-
tions, surplus to the needs of the Federal Government, at
public sale to the highest responsible bidder.

It would appear, therefore, that regardless of the procedure
that may have been followed prior to the enactment in 1935
of these two laws, their enactment definitely establishes the
intent of the Congress and the policy of the Federal Gov-
ernment, to the effect that it is not in the public interest
to grant public land without compensation, although differ-
entiating in favor of States, counties, and municipalities as
to the amount of compensation that should be paid.

I feel compelled, therefore, to withhold my approval of the
bill, but I would not object to the enactment of legislation
which would permit the Secretary of War to deed this prop-
erty to the town of Marmet at a price not less than 50 percent
of the current appraised value thereof.

FrankrLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 1, 1940.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I move that the message of the Presi-
dent, with the accompanying hill, be referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

The motion was agreed to.

THE ALASKA RﬁILRDAD—MOU%‘IéM'KII:‘LEY NATIONAL PARK (S. DOC.
. 174

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the President of the United States transmitting
draft of proposed provisions or amendments pertaining to the
appropriation Alaska Railroad Special Fund (in the pending
Interior Department appropriation bill, 1941), which, with
the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN OATHS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from
the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to eliminate oaths required of masters
of vessels and shippers of cargo in certain cases in which the
requirement of such oaths is unnecessarily burdensome upon
legitimate commerce and administratively impossible of en-
forcement, which, with the accompanying papers, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

REPORT OF THE BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from
the chief scout executive, Boy Scouts of America, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the thirteenth annual report of the Boy
Scouts of America, with related reports, which, with the ac-
companying papers, was referred to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
of the Blanco National Farm Loan Association, of Blanco,
Tex., favoring restoration of the Farm Credit Administration
to the status of an independent bureau and placing the oper-
ations of the Federal land banks, national farm-loan associa-
tions, and other units of the Administration under the super-
vision of a bipartisan board appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, which was
referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by a mass
meeting of citizens of Polish extraction of Binghamton, Endi-
cott, and Johnson City, N. Y., favoring the granting of relief
to the people of Poland suffering as a result of the twofold
invasion of that country, and also that such relief be dis-
tributed through American agencies, which were referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
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Mr. WALSH presented petitions of sundry citizens of the
State of Massachusetts, praying for the location of a general
hospital or diagnostic center in Boston, Mass., or in the vicin-
ity thereof, which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE—RESOLUTION OF THE MISSISSIPPI LEGISLA-
TURE

Mr, HARRISON. Mr, President, I present for printing in
the Recorp under the rule and reference to the Committee on
Finance a concurrent resolution adopted by the Legislature of
the State of Mississippi, memorializing the Congress to enact
the Connally bill, providing for additional old-age assistance.
As the Senate will recall, during the last session, along with
the Senator from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLY] and a number of our
colleagues, I made every effort to have enacted the amend-
ment offered at that time by the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Connarryl to the social-security legislation, providing for in-
creased old-age assistance to needy aged persons.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the resolution
will be received, referred to the Committee on Finance, and
printed in the RECORD.

The concurrent resolution is as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 22

Concurrent resolution memorializing Congress to pass the Con-
nally bill providing for old-age assistance.

Whereas the State of Mississippl is not financially able to pay an
adequate old-age pension without the aid and assistance of the Fed-
eral Government; and

Whereas the Federal Government is granting Mississippi less
money than any other State; and

Whereas the United States Senate is considering the Connally bill,
providing that the Federal Government shall contribute to the
States twice their confribution, up to $15 per month: Therefore,
be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of Missis-
sippi (the senate concurring therein), That the Congress of the
United States be respectfully petitioned to pass this measure.

RELIEF OF THE PEOPLE OF POLAND—RESOLUTIONS

Mr. MEAD presented resolutions adopted by a mass meeting
of citizens of Polish extraction of Binghamton, Endicott, and
Johnson City, N. Y., held under the auspices of the Polish
Community Club, of Binghamton, favoring the granting of
relief to the people of Poland, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Porisa CommuniTY Ho
Binghamton, N. ¥., March 17, 1940.
Hon. JamMes M. MEAD,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

HonoraBrLE SIr: For your consideration and official action we
hereby respectfully submit to you, as directed by the mass meet-
ing which unanimously adopted them, the following resolutions,
with our respectful plea to personally help in carrying them out
in letter and spirit and to have them spread upon the official
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for perusal, consideration, and action of
Congress.

Resolved, That we, assembled here this Sunday evening, March
17, 1940, constituting the entire Polish population of Bingham-
ton, N. Y., Johnson City, N. Y., Endicott, N. Y., and its environs,
as American citizens, in accordance with American ideals and
traditions, hereby petition our President of the United States, the
Honorable Franklin Delano Roosevelt; the Congress of the United
States; Hon. John Nance Garner, the Vice President, as Presldent of
the United States Senate; Hon. WiLLiAM B. BANKHEAD, as Speaker
of the House of Representatives; Hon. RoBERT F. WAGNER, United
States Senator; Hon. JAmeEs Meap, United State Senator; and the
Honorable EpwiN ARTHUR HaLL, Congressman from the Thirty-
fourth District of New York, to support and to have Congress make
the necessary appropriations for Polish relief and to take steps
officially to answer the cry of distress and pleas for help of mil-
lions of suffering people of Poland, now temporarily in the toils
and grips of the German Nazi and Russian Soviet invaders.

Resolved, That the aid and relief from our American Government,
as well as all other aid and relief of the different and various
humanitarian agencies of America, be distributed by Americans,
and that it be carried on under American supervision in accord-
ance with precedents and justice.

Resolved, That we hereby further petition our Government to
see to it that all aid and relief from America for the suffering,
needy, and starving people of Poland is carried on, distributed, and
supervised by Americans for the benefit of people of Poland and
not for the benefit of their enemies and invaders.

Resolved, That we hereby solemnly pledge our continued aid and
support to the cause of giving aid and relief to the suffering, needy,
and distressed people of Poland until they are free and independ-
ent and are with other free and civilized people of the world
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permitted to carry on their mission for the benefit of freedom,
humanity, civilization, and peace.

Resolved, That we further petition our Government to intervene
for the cause of all humanity to prevent the hideous and bar-
barous treatment of all the peoples of Poland, and to protest
most vigorously the unnecessary slaughter of a defenseless people;
namely, the aged, women, and children.

The demonstration which the foregolng resolutions were pre-
sented and adopted was under the auspices of the Polish Com-
munity Club, which represents and combines the large organizations
of Americans of Polish ancestry, their churches, and their insti-
tutions in the work of raising funds for helping the cause of
Polish relief.

Respectfully submitted for your kind consideration and action by
direction of the mass meeting and by the order of the Polish Com-
munity Club, for them and in their name.

Frank L. Waslleskl; George Guzewicz, pastor of St. Btan-
islaus Church; Peter H. Morjka; Joseph Szewczak; Paul-
ine Sulkowskl; Helena Hlebica; Eugene H. Laskowski;
Anthony Orsjewski; Joseph Kieklo; John Skiabalak; and
Stanly Slezark.

EXTENSION OF RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I present a letter in
the nature of a petition from the Detroit and Wayne County
Federation of Labor asking for the defeat of the pending
House Joint Resolution 407 unless it includes complete pro-
tection based on the difference in the cost of production at
home and abroad. I ask that the entire letter be printed in
the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to he
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

DETROIT AND WAYNE COUNTY FEDERATION OF LABOR,
Detroit, Mich., March 29, 1940,
Senator ARTHUR VANDENEERG,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: Upon instructions of the Detroit and Wayne County
Federation of Labor, we desire to place before you a request that
you vote against the continued authorization in reciprocal-trade
treaties the admittance of any foreign-made products competitive
with products made by American workers unless the total cost of
these articles, including duties paid, are equal to the cost of Ameri-
can products or wholesale selling prices in the competitive American
market.

Our delegates feel that to permit foreign-made products to enter
this market in competition with American-made products on a price
that is below that of American manufacturers' cost of production
will only result in exporting the American workingman’s job to a
foreign country.

God knows we have plenty of unemployed in this country already
without giving our jobs to workers in other countries where wage
standards are below American wages.

Very respectfully,
DeTrROIT AND WAYNE COUNTY
FEDERATION OF LAEBOR,
Frank X. MARTEL, President.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr., SMITH, from the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, to which was referred the bill (S. 3530) to prohibit
the exportation of tobacco seed and plants, except for ex-
perimental purposes, reported it without amendment.

Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, to which were referred the following bills, re-
ported them each without amendment and submitted a report
thereon as indicated:

S.3243. A bill to provide for a customhouse building at
Miami, Fla.; and

H.R.8540. A hill to authorize an increase in the White
House Police force (Rept. No. 1361).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. NYE:

S.3694. A bill for the relief of Oscar G. Norgaard; to the

Committee on Claims.
By Mr. TOBEY:

S.3695. A bill to remove the penalty of imprisonment for
failure to answer questions on the census schedules; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BYRD:

S.3696. A bill for a preliminary examination and survey

of the southwest side of the Rappahannock River in the
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vicinity of Bowlers Wharf, Essex County, Va.; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.
By Mr. REYNOLDS:

S.3697. A bhill for the relief of Lloyd D. Rhodes; to the
Committee on Military Affairs; and

S.3698. A bill to amend the act to regulate barbers in the
Distriet of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KING:

S.3699. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act to
establish a Board of Indeterminate Sentence and Parole for
the District of Columbia and to determine its functions, and
for other purposes,” approved July 15, 1932, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia;

S5.3700. A bill providing for the construction or enlarge-
ment of certain public buildings at Salt Lake City, Utah; and

$.3701. A bill authorizing an appropriation for the con-
struction and enlargement of public buildings; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr, MEAD:

S.3702. A bill to clarify the employment status of special-
delivery messengers in the Postal Service; to the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California (for himself and Mr.
DowNEY) :

S. J. Res, 236. Joint resolution fto authorize the coinage of
silver 50-cent pieces to indicate the interest of the Govern-
ment of the United States in the ideals and purposes of the
Golden Gate International Exposition to be continued in 1940
and to authorize the issue of such coins to the San Francisco
Bay Exposition sponsoring said international exposition and
the sale thereof by the San Francisco Bay Exposition at par
or at a premium, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. FRAZIER.:

S.J. Res. 237. Joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States to deprive Congress of
its power to regulate intrastate commerce with the Indian
tribes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. ReynoLDs introduced Senate Joint Resolution 238,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations
and appears under a separate heading.)

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 9109) making appropriations for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1941, and for other
purposes, was read twice by its title and referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT TO RIVER AND HARBOR BILL—DENISON RESERVOIR, RED
RIVER, TEX.-OKLA.

Mr. SHEPPARD submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 6264) authorizing the con-
struction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on
rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be
printed.

AMENDMENT TO LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. DONAHEY submitted an amendment proposing to pay
Francis Biddle $9,356.97 and Thomas A. Panter $4,958.39 for
salaries and expenses in satisfaction of their respective claims
for balances due them under the terms of their employment
by the Joint Committee to Investigate the Tennessee Valley
Authority, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 8913,
the legislative appropriation bill, 1941, which was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT TO THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. KING submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 8745) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1941, and for other purposes, which was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed
as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

3731

On page 110, between lines 13 and 14, insert the following new
paragraph:

“Dinosaur National Monument, Utah: For reliefing the dinosaur
skeletons on the quarry wall, for protection of such skeletons
from the elements, for personal services, general expenses, supplies,
traveling expenses, and mechanical equipment in connection with
such project, including not exceeding 81,400 for the purchase,
maintenance, operation, and repair of a heavy-duty truck, £40,080."

TELEVISION INVESTIGATION

Mr. LUNDEEN submitted the following resolution (S. Res.
251), which was referred to the Committee on Interstate
Commerce:

‘Whereas the Federal Communications Commission on February
20, 1940, issued an order permitting limited commercial sponsorship
of television beginning September 1, 1940; and

Whereas television interests immediately launched a manufac-
turing, advertising, and sales promotion campaign: and

Whereas the Federal Communications Commission on March 22,
1940, rescinded its order of February 29, 1940, with resultant con-
fusion in the minds of the public and causing abandonment of
manufacturing, advertising, and sales programs which had, in effect,
been authorized by the Commission's earlier ruling: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce is
hereby requested to investigate the actions of the Federal Com-
munications Commission in connection with the development of
television and, in particular, to ascertain whether the Commission
has exceeded its authority, and whether it has infterfered with the
freedom of public and private enterprise.

ROBERT H. HINCKLEY, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL AERONAUTICS AUTHORITY

[Mr. ScHwELLENBACH asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the REcorp an article by Drew Pearson and Robert
S. Allen, published in the Washington Times-Herald of March
30, 1940, relative to Hon. Robert H. Hinckley, Chairman of the
Civil Aeronautics Authority, which appears in the Appendix.]
ADDRESS BY HON. SMITH W. PURDUM AT DEDICATION OF FEDERAL

BUILDING, HARRISONBURG, VA.

[Mr. Byrp asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp the address delivered by the Fourth Assistant Post-
master General, Hon. Smith W. Purdum, on the occasion of
the dedication of the post office and courthouse building at
Harrisonburg, Va., on March 23, 1940, which appears in the
Appendix.]

ARTICLE BY DON WHITEHEAD ON THE T. V. A,

[Mr. Norris asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an article by Don Whitehead, published in the Wash-
ington Post of Sunday, March 31, 1940, entitled “T. V. A.
Oldest New Deal Experiment, Closing Seventh Year,” which
appears in the Appendix.]

THE SILVER PROGRAM—ARTICLE BY HENRY H. HEIMANN

[Mr. TownsenDp asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the REcorp an article entitled “Our Silver Program,” writ-
ten by Henry H. Heimann, and published in the March 15,
1940, issue of the Monthly Business Review of the National
Association of Credit Men, which appears in the Appendix.]

WALTER WINCHELL ON PREPAREDNESS

[Mr. MEeap asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
REecorp an article by Walter Winchell on the subject of pre-
paredness, which appears in the Appendix.]

NEW YORK'S STAKE IN FORESTRY

[Mr. Meap asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp a letter written by R. M. Evans, regional forester,
in regard to the timber and forestry resources of the State
of New York, which appears in the Appendix.]

ARTICLE BY LEON PEARSON ENTITLED “BELOW THE RIO GRANDE”

[Mr. REynoLDs asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an article by Leon Pearson entitled “Below the
Rio Grande,” published in the Washington Times-Herald of
Sunday, March 31, 1940, which appears in the Appendix.]

THE 1940 CENSUS

[Mr. HeErrIiNG asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp an article from the Des Moines (Iowa) Register
of March 29, 1940, entitled “What To Do When Census Man
Knocks,” which appears in the Appendix.]

APPROPRIATIONS FOR WEATHER BUREAU

The VICE PRESIDENT. When the Senate tock a recess

last Friday the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] had
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offered an amendment to the pending joint resolution and
expressed the hope that he might address the Senate upon it
today. The Chair recognizes the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr., McCARRAN. 1 yield.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, permit me not to allow the
record of our action on the 1941 agricultural bill to be closed
without voicing regret of the inadequate treatment we have
accorded the Weather Bureau.

Respect for the gentlemen who serve faithfully on the Ap-
propriations Committee constrains me to make this state-
ment, not in protest but as a constructively intended sug-
gestion.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusserL] and his distin-
guished associates have faced a peculiarly difficult task. Their
conclusions were reached sincerely. I am grateful for the
$116,000 which their action has added to the Weather Bu-
reau’s prospective funds. I can even understand that it took
courage and persistence on the part of clear-thinking Senators
to make that addition; but it falls short of the $400,000
increase approved and recommended by the Budget Bureau,
for one of the most important services in our civil establish-
ments.,

I am proud of the United States Weather Bureau. I am
proud of its 70 years of service to the American people, I
am proud of its high score in economy. I am proud of its
increasingly high score in accuracy of prediction. I am proud
of its open-minded ability to adopt new methods and to set
new goals in the form of constantly higher standards of
accomplishment.

I am proud of American aviation. To aviation I give the
credit for confronting the Weather Bureau with a challenge
for more detailed observing and casting. A pilot about to
fly an airplane from Cleveland to Chicago could not get along
with merely a prediction of the weather at Cleveland, or even
with a knowledge of the weather conditions within a 50- or
60-mile radius of Cleveland. He had to know what the
weather would be 3 hours thereafter in Chicago; otherwise
he would not know whether he could land safely. And he had
to know what weather to expect at every intermediate point
in order to know whether he could take his flight through.
Moreover, his information had to be current and accurate;
he was staking his life on it.

Observations taken at widely scattered sampling spots once
or twice or four times a day would not do. Aviation required
a sure knowledge of weather changes; and that called for
hourly observations at points less than 100 miles apart. Fur-
thermore, the airplane pilot could not proceed solely on a
knowledge of surface weather. He also had to know the
strength and direction of winds aloft; the temperature, pres-
sure, the humidity of the upper air at various altitudes; where
ice was forming, and where he could avoid it.

So different were the weather requirements of aviation
from any requirements that had preceded them, that, after
we passed the Air Commerce Act of 1936, and in that act
charged the Weather Bureau with the duty of furnishing
meteorological service for the civil airways, the Weather Bu-
reau developed, in addition to its general weather service—
a distinet new aerological or airway weather service to meet
the needs of aviation.

Then came the revelation that the accurate and timely
observations and forecasts made for the airways were worth
their weight in gold to the general weather service. Seized
upon and used for the benefit of everybody, they raised the
general weather service to a new standard of helpfulness.

Likewise, with the upper-air soundings. Weather observa-
tions of this character were begun in 1898 with the use of
kites and captive balloons, as a part of the general weather
service. Upper-air wind measurements, begun 20 years later,
likewise were first undertaken as a part of the general weather
service. Such intensive and successful development did these
activities receive at the hands of the Weather Bureau's air-
way establishment that today whenever we hear them men-
tioned I believe we think of them as special services for the
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benefit of aviation. Quife on the contrary, the development
they have undergone to meet the exacting requirements of
aviation have made them vastly more useful to everybody.
The knowledge gained from even the limited number of
upper-air observations now made has formed the basis for
learning the behavior of the great air masses which generate
the weather. And this increased knowledge, in turn, is
making it possible to make surprisingly accurate long-range
predictions. Thanks to this general progress arising from the
developments required by aviation, it will be possible within
the next few years—assuming that we do not withhold the
necessary appropriations—to have the weather accurately
predicated many days in advance.

The wise administration of the Weather Bureau last year
began to combine the “general” and “airway” weather serv-
ices. At Kansas City and at Albuquerque, all of the general
forecasting for a great bank of the Southwestern States is
now done at the airway forecast centers. And so successful
have been the results that in the 1941 fiscal program, which
we have just enacted, the two formerly separate services have
been combined throughout for the entire country.

But when that fiscal program came to this Congress, I
regret to say that we made this wise unification of the
weather service a basis for cutting down the Budget recom-
mendation for its support. The Budget Bureau recom-
mended an increase of $400,000 for 1941, over the sum of the
two previously separate appropriations for the fiscal year
1940, The money was for specific and badly needed new
items of work, all set out in explicit detail and with excellent
justification.

Management of the Weather Bureau’s work as one unit is,
of course, going to lead to better husbandry of money. But
I think it surpasses human expectation to believe that even
the Weather Bureau can effect $300,000 worth of economy
in the first year of the unification,

Let me cite one illustration: In the coming fiscal year the
Weather Bureau should spend an additional $250,000 in se-
curing weather reports from ships on the Pacific and Atlantic
Oceans. We require a certain amount of service of that
nature, but if we do not appropriate the money to pay for it
we do not get it. No amount of administrative wisdom or
unified management can reduce this type of cost.

Similarly, a large part of the Weather Bureau's yearly ex-
penditures is for telegraph tolls, The size of the bill depends
on the number of messages. As new observing stations are
required, and as more observations per day become necessary,
this bill is bound to go up. Either we appropriate the money
or the Weather Bureau cannot buy the service.

Eventually, I am sure, savings will be effected which may
even exceed the $300,000 presumed in the report from the
House Appropriations Committee which I have been guoting;
but no such savings will be achieved in the first year, or the
first 2 years, of articulating such a huge mechanism, especially
when the service faces urgent and growing necessity of
expansion.

I saw the estimate of improvements in the Weather
Bureau’s facilities that remained unprovided for after we
had enacted the 1940 appropriation bill. The total was &
little over $1,800,000. That list had its origin in the work
of the special committee presided over by my illustrious
predecessor, the distinguished Senator Royal S. Copeland., I
know that each segment which had been removed from the
list and appropriated for in the past three agricultural bills
had been subjected to the closest scrutiny, not only by the
Weather Bureau, but successively by the Secretary of Agri-
culture and his fiscal officers, the Budget Bureau, Mr.
Cannon’s committee in the House, and our own Appropria-
tions Committee, of which Senator Copeland was a member;
and that the items which were provided for in those appro-
priations fully stood up under that serutiny. I know that sn
at least two occasions since the 1940 Appropriation Act was
passed, the Weather Bureau has subjected that $1,800,000
residue to a battering analysis, in which the Civil Aeronautics
Authority and the military and civil users of the airways have
participated, in order to knock out of the list every possible
unnecessary or unjustifiable item. Yet that list stands today
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at $2,003,600. Every possible reduction in it has been offsef,
and the total even a little outbalanced, by the current and
reasonable increase that goes hand in hand with the normal
growth of an essential service.

That means that today we ought to be spending $2,000,-
000 more on the Weather Bureau than we are spending. I
have not deducted the $216,000 by which the appropriation
stands increased in the 1941 agricultural bill as we have
returned it to the House. I mentioned a few moments ago
that the Weather Bureau's telegraph charges amount to
$400,000 a year. On January 1, after the 1941 Budget esti-
mates had been completed, the Federal Communicaticns
Commissicn increased by 50 percent the rates which the
Government pays for telegraph messages. You can figure
the result for yourselves. The $216,000 which we have added
to the Weather Bureau’s funds is going to amount to about
$16,000 net. The result is that for another 15 mcnths
we are leaving the Weather Bureau service exactly where it
is, except for such economies as the unified management of
activities may engender.

This means something to all of us. I am not now talking
about the remaining gaps along the airways. I am not talk-
ing about the regrettable delay in realizing the benefits of
long-range air-mass fcrecasts. I am not talking about the
handicap we are putting ourselves under, in flying the Pa-
cifie, in flying the Atlantic, and in pioneering the great fron-
tier of the South Pacific to New Zealand, all without mak-
ing provision for weather reports from the oceans. I am
talking in homely terms which I think every Senator will
understand.

I mean that in my home city cf Buffalo, the Weather
Bureau station will continue for 15 months to make one
daily observation of the upper-air weather instead of the
two per day that it ought to make. I mean that the weather
observatory on Whiteface Mountain, that ought to be func-
tioning today, will not be established until 1942 or 1943. I
mean that the new off-airway station that ought to be
established at Watertown will not be established, and that
the stations at Canton and Delhi and Knapp Creek and
Lake Placid, which ought to make chservations and send in
reports every 3 hours, will still be operating on a 6-hour
schedule no matter how rapidly the weather changes.

My distinguished colleagues from Arizona will find that
their State will have to get along for another 15 months
without a Weather Bureau airport staff at at least two places
where such a staff should be functioning today; without two
new off-airway stations that ought to be operating this
menth and this minute; without a mountain observatory
which ought to be established within the next 6 months;
and with at least three of their existing Weather Bureau
stations continuing to function at half efficiency.

I could go down the list of States and be equally specific.

The $216,000 that we added to the 1941 Weather Bureau
appropriaticn has a history. I have shown how it resulted
from paring down unjustifiably a Budget recommendation
of $400,000. The $400,000 Budget recommendation itself was
the product of paring. The Chief of the Weather Bureau
testified in the Senate hearings that the amcunt which the
Department had asked the Budget Bureau to recommend
was at least twice that much. If the Department’s request
was $800,000, that was still only 40 percent of the currently
existing needs. And I have shown that the increase we
have voted, in which I hope the Houze will concur, has been
all but swallowed up by the increase in the Weather Bureau’s
telegraph bill.

This is no way to catch up with current needs. I ask
that we start now to put ourselves in a frame of mind so that
when the next Weather Bureau budget recommendations
come before us we will stop being ostriches. The only way
to buy $2,000,000 worth of needed service is to appropriate
$2,000,000.

GRASSHOPPER AND MORMON CRICKET CONTROL CAMPAIGNS

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dces the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?
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Mr, NORRIS. I should like to say to the Senator from
Nevada that I am asking him to yield for the purpose of
having read a letter pertaining to an item in the deficiency
appropriation bill which is now in conference. I think I
ought to tell the Senator that I am going to ask that it be
read. However, it is not a long letter.

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. NORRIS. I send to the desk a letter which I ask
to have read and referred to the Senate conferees on the
deficiency appropriation bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the letter will
be read and referred as requested by the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. I call the attention of the conferees to the
letter. I think it has a direct bearing on the appropriation
bill they have in charge.

The legislative clerk read as folows:

CooPERATIVE ExTENSION WoORK IN
AcnicULTURE AND HoME EcONOMICS, STATE OF NEBRASKA,
March 26, 1940.
Hon. GeorGce W. NoRmIs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear SeEwnATOR Norris: Information has reached the Nebraska
Grasshopper Control Committee that a shortage of funds is caus-
ing serious delay in Federal activities necessary for the most effec-
tive conduct of the grasshopper and Mormon cricket control cam-
paligns for the coming season. Materials that should be ordered
immediately are not being purchased, repairs to trucks and other
machinery needed in the work are being delayed, and the neces-

arrangements for fleld offices and supervisors are not being
made. All of these are fundamental to the success of the actual
control program,

Organization of the work must not be interrupted now if crop
losses are to be prevented. It is therefore important that the
proposed appropriation for the control of grasshoppers and Mor-
mon crickets be made available at the earliest possible moment.
The success of this program is vital to Nebraska interests and
any further help that you can give will be appreciated.

Yours respectfully,
W. H. BROEAW,
Chairman, Director Ezxtension Service,
Lovis BucHHOLZ,
Director of Agriculture.
W. W. BURR,
Director of Experimental Station.
MyroN H. SWENEK,
Chairman, Department of Entomology.
Frank B. O'CONNELL,
Secretary, Nebraska Game, Forestation, and Parks Commis-

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President——

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ADAMS. Just a word in line with the letter which has
been read.

The deficiency appropriation bill as it came to the Senate
carried $2,000,000 for the grasshopper and Mormon cricket
control program, and the Senate added a further million dol-
lars. The conference report was rejected, and the matter has
now gone to the House. The House, of course, is its own
master, and we have been waiting for the House either to
authorize its conferees to have a further conference or to take
some other action in regard to the bill. The Senate asked a
further conference and appointed conferees in order to take
up this one item in dispute; so we are now awaiting the action
of the House.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. 1 yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. I may say further that there is now in
this fund, left over from last year, the sum of $400,000, which
may be used for any necessary immediate purpose in eradicat-
ing or controlling the pests. The Senator from Colorado has
correctly stated the facts.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if I may say a word in reply
to the two Senators, who are members of the conference com-
mittee of the Senate, I have had this letter read, coming from
the authorized officials of the various Nebraska organizations
having to do with the grasshopper and Mormon cricket plague,
for the purpose of giving information to the conferees, and
have had it referred to the conferees, so that when the proper
time comes, if the House does not recede prior to any confer-
ence, the Senate conferees may have this information, Which
I think is very valuable.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The letter presented by the Sena-
tor from Nebraska will be referred to the Senate conferees on
the first deficiency appropriation bill (H. R. 8641).

EXTENSION OF RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 407) to extend the authority of the President
under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, before referring to the
amendment which I offered at the last session of the Senate
and had read, I desire to touch upon the correspondence
which was inserted in the Recorp by the able Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] a few moments ago. I address both
able Senators—one from Colorado and the other from Ne-
braska—on the subject of the letter. The Senator from Colo-
rado being the chairman of the Senate conferees, I naturally
ask for his attention for the reason that, in keeping with the
letter placed in the Recorp by the Senator from Nebraska, a
number of telegrams and letters have come to me from my
own State, which is now being infested with the first hatch
of Mormon crickets.

If there is anything in the world that is destructive of
vegetable life in general, much more destructive than even
the grasshopper infestation, it is the Mormon cricket. Not
only that, but those having control of the transcontinental
highways are instructed to post the highways to advise those
who travel to be careful because of the danger from Mormon
crickets. Many accidents have occurred, some of them re-
sulting in the loss of human life, by reason of the infestation
of Mormon crickets covering the highways and so smearing
the roads that automobiles skid and go off the grades. That
is one thing, but vegetation in general is now being threatened
and destroyed by the annual infestation of Mormon crickets
which is now manifesting itself. If we can have action taken
now, while the Mormon cricket is in his adolescent stage, we
can at least put an end to the greatest part of the destruc-
tion. I join the Senator from Nebraska in the suggestion to
the Senator from Colorado, and others on the conference
committee.

Mr. President, to address myself now to the amendment
which I had read last Friday, and which has to do with
exempting commodities upon which excise taxes have been
approved by Congress in years past from the effect of the re-
ciprocal-trade law, there are four commodities which Con-
gress saw fit to protect by way of what we term excise taxes.
The able chairman of the Committee on Finance may take
issue with the term “excise taxes.” The reason why I take
that position is because the Recorp shows that, in 1934, the
chairman of the Committee on Finance, the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Harrison ], intimated that, in his judgment,
these taxes were not excise taxes, but were duties.

In the same speech, Mr. President, the able Senator from
Mississippi made it known, not only in one presentation upon
the floor of the Senate, but in two, as I recall, that the excise
taxes on copper, coal, lumber, and oil were regarded by him,
and were to be regarded by those who had the administration
of the reciprocal-trade law, as frozen; in other words, they
were not to be affected by any action of the President under
the reciprocal-trade law.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President——

Mr. McCARRAN. I will yield in a moment. The able Sen-
ator from Mississippi made that exceedingly plain by using the
term “frozen,” and I draw it to his attention. In other words,
the taxes were not to be at all affected by the measure which
we were considering in 1934, and which we again considered
in 1937, and which is again before the Senate.

I now yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I do not wish to
interrupt the trend of the Senator’s argument, because I
intend to discuss this matter in my own time, but, since
the statement of the Senator from Mississippi, the chairman
of the committee, has been mentioned, I do wish to call
the attention of the Senator from Nevada to the fact that,
while the chairman of the committee stated that, in his
opimrion, the excise taxes should be “frozen”, the chairman
of the committee later offered an amendment to incor-
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porate in the bill itself a provision for freezing those excise
taxes, and that on the very bitter protest of the senior
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asaurstl, one of the champions
of the excise tax on copper, the Senator from Mississippi
then withdrew the amendment; it was then reoffered by
the then Senator from Louisiana, Mr. Long, and defeated
by the Senate on a yea and nay vote, the vote being 29 to
57, and among those voting “nay” on that question were
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asaurst] and the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCarraN]. It seems to me that suffi-
ciently disposes of what was held out in the discussion of
the subject during the consideration of the act of 1934.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the Senator from Mis-
souri correctly cites the Recorp; but it will be recalled that
prior to the time the Senator from Arizona protested the
amendment which was to be offered by the Senator from
Mississippi, the Senator from Mississippi had made the
statement, had made it clear, had made it emphatic, that
all excise taxes were regarded as frozen. He used the word
“frozen.” When that statement was made on the floor of
this legislative body by the chairman of the committee hav-
ing to do with that particular subject, wherein he said in
emphatic terms that excise taxes on particular commodities
which the body had under consideration then should be
frozen, those of us who come from the States producing
these commodities regarded it as a solemn declaration, a
solemn statement of purpose, an indication of what the
purpose of the legislation was; and we thought that that
purpose, so declared, and that statement, so announced by
the chairman of the Committee on Finance, would be
carried out in entirety.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I may say to the Senator that sub-
stantially the same statement was made in the report of the
Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representa-
tives when it presented the proposed legislation in the first
place. So the Senator has not only the assurance of the
chairman of the Senate -Finance Committee, he has the
assurance of the text of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee report.

Mr. McCARRAN. I am sure the Senator is entirely cor-
rect, from my reading of what occurred.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, if the Senator will
permit a further interruption, it seems to me that the action
of the Senate itself, by an overwhelming majority of two to
one rejecting such an amendment to freeze the tax, is of the
highest importance and of the most compelling force.

Mr., VANDENBERG. Mr. President——

Mr. McCARRAN. I prefer not to yield just now. I pre-
fer to answer the Senator. Then I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Of course, there is an answer.

Mr. McCARRAN. The vote on the amendment offered by
the late lamented and much beloved Senator from Louisiana,
Mr. Long, followed the announcement of the Senator from
Mississippi, the chairman of the Committee on Finance. I
voted against the Long amendment, because I relied on the
word of the chairman of the Committee on Finance, and I
thought there was no necessity for doing more.

Mr. President, I state, without fear of contradiction, believ-~
ing that I am as correct as to others as I am as to myself,
that other Senators voted against the Long amendment,
because the chairman of the Committee on Finance, who had
the subject in hand, had promised us, had said here on the
floor on at least two gccasions, that it was not the intent at
all to interfere with those things which were covered by
excise taxes.

I represented a State which produced only one of the
commodities; that is, copper. There were here on the floor of
the Senate those who represented States which produced
others of the commodities, namely, lumber, coal, and oil.
I voted on the Long amendment, and I am one of those, as
I recall, voting against the Long amendment, because of the
history of the whole transaction, the history of the whole
proposition from beginning to end.
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Now, if the Senator from Michigan wishes to have me yield,
I am glad to yield.

Mr, VANDENBERG. I think it is interesting to note an-
other collateral fact of the time. I think that when the able
Senator from Mississippi offered his amendment, intending
in good faith to carry out his promise to us that these excise
taxes should not be reduced, his reason for withdrawing the
amendment was that the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
AsaursT] made a fervid plea that nothing should be done to
prevent an increase in the protection which copper should
receive., His protest was against something which would
prevent an increase. Of course, that is a totally different
contemplation. Some of us did not understand his position
at the time, and I think perhaps he may have misappre-
hended the purpose of the amendment, but he clearly made
it obvious that he was taking his position against any stric-
ture which would prevent an increased protection for copper.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr, McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Since the Senator from Mich-
igan has put this construction on the matter, I should merely
like to call attention to the fact that the issue was drawn
with the greatest possible clearness by the late Senator from
Louisiana, and no man who has served in this body during
my membership in the Senate could draw an amendment
with greater clearness than he could when he desired to do
so. Iread from the REcorp of June 4, 1934, page 10392. The
Senator from Mississippi interrupted the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. HarrisoN. Mr, President, the Senator will recall that I with-
drew the amendment.

Mr. Long. I am not censuring the Senator from Mississippi. I
am offering his amendment, which I presume he will support. I
believe he will.

Mr. President, we were told that these commodities would be pro-
tected because the tariffis we have on oil and lumber and coal and
copper are very necessary. A number of Senators and I fought
here many nights and many days to get tariffs on these items, and
we want to protect them.

Senators will notice that he said “tariffs,” not “excises.”

We were assured that they would be protected. Today, as an ex-
ample, notwithstanding the fact that it is said we have an over-
production of oil in America, nonetheless we are importing into
the country 260,000 barrels of oil a day. Notwithstanding all our
lumber trouble and the cheapness of lumber, lumber is still being
imported. We were told, and we believed, and I am sure Senators
mean to stick by it, that we should have this tariff protection, and
it would be disastrous to us if it were not given to us.

I ask for the yeas and nays, Mr. President.

The Senator from Louisiana drew that issue with the
greatest possible clearness and explicitness.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes, Mr. President; but if the Sena-
tor will now read the observations of the Senator from Ari-
zona, he will find that they entirely justify the observation
I made,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I read the observations of the
Senator from Arizona this morning, and before that on yes-
terday, and, further, I heard them when they were delivered.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I think we have all
gone through the history of when this record was made.
There is no doubt in my mind as to what was the intend-
ment of the Senator from Mississippi when, as chairman
of the Committee on Finance, he made the statement before
the Senate to which I have referred. He will not deny that
he made the statement. He sought at that time to establish
a fact; he sought at that time to do what many of us do
in debate here, to have it understood as the sense of this body
what was intended by the proposed legislation then pending.
If the Senator from Mississippi had intended anything
else, of course he would now contradict me. He was clear;
he was frank; he was honest about it. He wanted those
of us who were interested in excise taxes to know he wanted
those representing the copper-producing States, for instance,
to know that the 4 cents imposed as an excise tax or duty
on copper would not be disturbed, because he knew, as we
know, as the able Senator from Arizona, representing one
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of the great copper-producing States of the Union, knows,
that if the 4-cent excise tax or protection is taken off cop-
per, the copper mines of Arizona will be closed. I know
that if the 4-cent tax on copper is taken off, the copper
mines of Nevada will be closed, and I know that if the
copper mines of Nevada are closed, five or six or seven thou-
sand miners, together with their dependents, will be put on
the relief rolls.

Mr, President, the able Senator from Montana knows that
when the 4-cent excise tax is taken off copper the mines of
Butte will be closed and Butte copper miners will be put on
the relief rolls. Some of us would battle until the end to
obtain a clear knowledge of the effect of the reciprocal-trade
agreements on the 4-cent tax protection to copper.

Mr. MURRAY., Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. MURRAY. I can verify the statement just made by
the able Senator from Nevada with respect to the effect of
the withdrawal of the excise tax, or a material modification
of it, on copper production and employment in Montana.
During the year 1929, when the country was enjoying the
highest degree of prosperity, the mines in Butte, Mont., were
already closing down because foreign-produced copper could
be delivered in New York for less than the cost of production
in Montana. These conditions rapidly increased in the years
following. The mines operated by the Anaconda Copper Co.
in Chile were shipping cheaply produced copper into this
country free of duty and delivering it here at a price cheaper
than the figure at which it could be produced in Montana and
other copper-producing States. So it seems to me, Mr. Presi-
dent, that if anything should now be done affecting the opera-
tion of these excise taxes it would have a disastrous effect on
the American copper producer.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I am grateful to the
junior Senator from Montana for the contribution he has
made, because no one in this body understands the copper
situation better than he does. From the standpoint of the
welfare of the toiler, no State in the Union is more greatly
affected or will be more greatly affected than the State of
Montana. The State of Utah, the State of Nevada, the State
of Arizona, all the copper-producing States, are interested in
knowing that the industry is protected perpetually, so that
copper produced by slave labor and under slave conditions
shall not be brought into this country to close American mines
and thus throw our miners out of employment.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator might add that under
the latest copper development in South Africa, where the
copper is virtually scocped off the ground, it can be delivered
in New York for almost the amount of the 4-cent excise
protection which we are seeking to maintain.

Mr. McCARRAN. I am grateful to the Senator from
Michigan for his contribution. The Senator frem Michigan
represents a State, and represents it ably, which is equally
interested in the subject of copper.

Let me deal with this subject from a factual standpoint.
Today Northern Rhodesia can export copper to this country
so cheaply that no American copper mine, in competition
with it, can possibly operate and pay even working expenses.
The average wage per day in Rhodesia is in the neighbor-
hood of 30 cents. The average wage per day in Chile is less
than 60 cents. The average wage of the American miner in
the copper industry is based upon a scale which depends on
the market price of copper. Today cur copper miners, work-
ing in the copper mines of Montana, Nevada, Arizona, and
other copper producing States, are earning from $4.50 to
$6.50 a day.

When the 50-cent copper produced under slave and peon
labor in Chile is imported into this country, in competition
with the copper produced under the American standards of
living, the result is simply to close down the copper mines
of the United States. When oil produced in South America,
under present conditions there, is imported into the United
States and competes with the oil-producing States of this
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country, the result is to destroy or impair our cil-producing
industry.

Why am I interested in this subject? Because in my State
and the other States producing copper, miners are employed.
They are not industrial States from the standpoint of proe-
essing. They employ miners to produce the raw commodity
from the mines. The continued operation of their mines
allows the miners and their dependents to enjoy American
life by their own industry and by their own efforts. If the
price of these commodities is reduced, and our miners are
placed in competition with slave labor abrecad, then confi-
dence in American institutions is destroyed.

As I have said, I represent a State which produces only
one of the commodities under consideration. The Senators
from Michigan represent a State interested not only in
cepper, but in lumber as well. The State of Arizona is in-
terested in the production of copper. Other States, such as
Pennsylvania and Oklahoma are interested in oil producticn.
In every one of these instances those who are engaged in
the production of these commodities are locking to the con-
tinuation of the excise tax, so that the industry thus pro-
tected may be permitted to continue, so that the toilers in
those States may know that it is not a question which rests
in the hands or on the judgment of some particular ap-
pointed individual, who has no respensibility to the people
of the United States, but who will decide in Washington, in
a star-chamber proceeding, whether cr not the industry on
which the toiler depends shall go forward or shall be closed
down and go cut of existence.

Mr. President, that is why some of us are protesting to
the end that this reciprocal-trade law shall not touch upon
or impinge upon those commodities with respect to which
the Congress of the United States, based upon investigation
and understanding, has placed an excise tax.

Mr. McNARY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. I recall that in October of last year in
this Chamber the able Senator from Michigan [Mr. Van-
pENBERG] discussed the history of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act, and the effect of the trade agreements upon
the excise tax. I recall very vividly when these excise taxes
were included in the tariff law. At that time I was very
much interested, and I am now interested in the excise tax
on lumber. I suggested at the time of the speech by the
Senator from Michigan that we knew or at least felt en-
couraged that if the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act was
passed the excise tax would not be molested. I was given
on this floor full assurance by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Finance that the excise duty upon the four prod-
ucts which the Senator has mentioned would not be touched.
I was given the same assurance that they would not be
touched, by the able Senator from Arizona [Mr, HayDEN].
This assurance was given after a discussion had with sev-
eral other Senators with respect to the difference between
tariff rates and excise duties.

‘We relied upon these repeated assurances, and I say to
the able Senator that in the northwestern section of the
country a great injury was done to the timber and forest-
products industry when the $1 excise tax was removed from
lumber products. I do not want to see a recurrence of such
a thing in connection with the other commodities with
respect to which we have now imposed the excise tax. I
think the copper industry and the other industries which
are still in that category of protection should still continue
there, without any notion on the part of the Secretary of
State that the tax should be removed, but in view of the
precedent with respect to lumber, unquestionably if the
Secretary or his advisers believed that they could get a better
trade agreement on copper from a copper-producing country,
that excise duty on copper would be removed.

We judge of the future by what has occurred in the

, past, and in spite of the efforts which were made by myself
and others to persuade the Secretary of State to honor the
statement of the chairman of the Committee on Finance,
the dollar excise tax was taken off. And what is true of
lumber will be true of copper if the opportunity arises which
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might justify such action on the part of the Secretary of
State or his advisers.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I am grateful to the Sen-
ator from Oregon for his observation, because it is a true
statement of what has occurred and is not denied by the able
Senator from Mississippi, the chairman of the Committee on
Finance.

Mr. President, what has followed since the making of the
legislative history to which we have referred? Following the
action under the reciprocal-trade law which affected lumber,
last September, as will be recalled, there was proposed a re-
ciprocal-trade agreement between this country and Chile, by
which copper was to be affected. Immediately the able Sen-
ators from Arizona, leading the vanguard of those of us who
are opposed to a change in copper excise taxes, went before
the representatives of the State Department and protested
any change in the excise tax on copper. There was a debate
on the floor of the Senate, I recall, between the Senator from
Michigan and the Senator from Mississippi, in which the lan-
guage of the Senator from Mississippi was brought back again
to the floor of the Senate, language by which we had been
assured that these excise taxes were “frozen,” to use the ex-
pression of the Senator from Mississippi. Notwithstanding
that, those in charge of the reciprocal trade agreement ma-
chinery in the State Department were seriously considering
reducing the tariff on copper. All of a sudden, after the
protest became sufficiently violent and it was sufficiently ap-
parent that the representatives of the copper-producing States
were not going to support the continuation of the Reciprocal
Trade Act, there was an announcement to the effect that
copper had been dropped from the program and would not be
affected.

If, notwithstanding the assurance given by the chairman of
the Committee on Finance to the United States Senate, and
the promise given to Senators, which caused the Senators
from Arizona to vote against the Long amendment, those
having control of the administration of the reciprocal-trade
law had the temerity to include copper as a commodity upon
which there was to be a proposed reduction—if notwithstand-
ing all that those having control of the administration of the
reciprocal-trade law had the temerity to dare to say that they
would affect the excise taxes on copper, then there is no tell-
ing to what lengths they might go, notwithstanding any
promise which might be made.

I say without fear of contradiction that the bill could not
have been passed in 1934 if it had not been for the promise to
which I refer and the understanding between the chairman of
the Committee on Finance and the Senate. I believe the
measure renewing the reciprocal-trade law cculd not have
been passed in 1937 if it had not been for that understanding.
Nevertheless, those having control of the administration of
the reciprocal-trade law say that that understanding does not
bind them. They propose to affect, and have already affected,
two of the commodities and will affect more.

The Congress of the United States did not intend to pass a
law which would permit those who have no responsibility to
the people to affect a tax which was intended to be exempt
from the effect of the law. Therefore, my amendment is
offered so that the promise given by the chairman of the
Finance Committee may be written into the law.

Mr. President, I think that what applies to four commodi-
ties should apply to every commodity on which an excise tax
has been imposed; but inasmuch as only four commodities
were mentioned by the chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance in his promise to this body, my amendment touches
only those four commodities. I hope the amendment may be
adopted, so as to make it clear that when a Senator as able,
experienced, and as much loved and honored in this body as
is the chairman of the Committee on Finance, gives his
promise to this body, that promise will be as good as law.

Mr. President, some Senators now in the Chamber have
not heard the amendment stated. I ask unanimous consent
that it be stated at this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
stated.

The amendment will be
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The LecistaTive CLERE. On page 1, line 8, after “1940”, it
is proposed to insert a comma and the following:
with the proviso that the authority conferred in the sald act does

not embrace authority to Include in any trade-agreement nego-

tiations excise taxes imposed under the provisions of paragraphs

(4), (5), (6), and (7) of subsection (c) of section 601 of the Reve-
nue Act of 1932, as amended, which are now a part of the Internal
Revenue Code, subtitle (c), chapter 29, subchapter (b), part 1,
sections 3420, 3422, 3423, 3424, 3425.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, returning to the subject,
I shall not detain the Senate much longer, except to draw to
the attention of the Senate the history of this legislation,
the fact that it was enacted in 1934, and the fact that at its
enactment Senators who were interested in the subject mat-
ter of the four commodities affected, namely, copper, coal,
lumber, and oil, had it made plain to them that the law would
not affect those commodities. It was under those circum-
stances that the law was enacted in the first instance. At
the risk of repetition, I say that it would not have been
enacted if it had been known that the intention was to affect
copper,

The remarks of the able Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Asnaurst] have been referred to. He may be considered the
dean among Senators representing copper-producing States.
At that time assurance was given to the Senator from Ari-
zona. He did not want the proposed amendment to go in,
because the assurance was even greater and more sacred than
the amendment itself.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield for a question.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Evidently the Senator has not
lately read the objection of the Senator from Arizona, because
I am certain that if the Senator had read it at any recent
time he would not make the statement he has just made.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I read it as recently as
this morning. The Senator from Arizona said that the
amendment was born in iniquity, and so forth. He de-
nounced it very bitterly. He denounced it because of the
very answer that was given by the Senator from Michigan
[Mr, VanpEnBeErGc] a few moments ago, namely, that there
would be a freezing with regard to the raising of the tax in
protection of copper. It was his position that the 4-cent
copper protection now afforded by the revenue law might be
raised when, as, and if conditions in this country and abroad
demanded the protection of an American industry in which
hundreds of thousands of miners and their dependents are
involved.

Mr, President, I leave the question with the Senate. It is
not a matter to which I propose to devote much time, because
the facts are so plain. The whole history of the legislation
is clear, My good friend the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Harrison]1, notwithstanding the fact that he has been pre-
senfed time and again with statements which he made, sees
fit to corroborate what I say by his silence,

Mr, LODGE obtained the floor.

Mr. McNARY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, LODGE. I yield,

Mr. McNARY. I wish to submit an inquiry to the able
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] with regard to the
history of the legislation, or at least call his attention to
some of the history involved in the collogquy a few moments
ago with the Senator from Missouri {Mr. Crarg] regarding
what took place on the floor of the Senate with regard to the
discussion of these four commodities. I refer to page 1766
of the ConcressioNAL Recorp of Tuesday, October 31, 1939.
On page 1084 the distinguished Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENEBERG] asked:

Is it not a fact that at the time the reciprocal trade treaty law
was passed every effort was made on the floor of the Senate to make
it clear and plain that the excise taxes on copper, coal, lumber,
:.;:d?oll were beyond the jurisdiction of the trade-treaty negotia-

'S

The Senator from Arizona [Mr, HaypEn] then interposed
and stated:

That effort was very definitely made at the time the Reciprocal
Trade Agreement Act was under consideration. As a practical mat-
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ter, it does not make sense to me to say that Congress would inten-
tionally pass an act permitting tariff duties to be raised and lowered
and have in mind anything other than an established tariff.
Congress does not act, the excise tax automatically expires, and
then what have we? We have nothing to negotiate about. If, by
the enactment of the reciprocal trade agreement law, the State
Department had power to freeze the excise tax on copper at 2 cents
without further action by Congress, I should say then there would
be some logic to the proposed negotiations; but when the fact is
that if nothing is done the tax automatically expires, it clearly
indicates to me not only that Congress never contemplated that the
Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act should apply to excise taxes of this
character, but in addition it would seem that any negotiations
with Chile must rest on an unsound and insubstantial basis

That statement certainly covers the attitude of the Senator
from Arizona. It is supplemental to what has been stated
by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VanpEneerG]. I am not
now testifying, but I made a statement along the same line.
So I think it must be clear to anyone that when we con-
sidered the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, everyone relied
on the assurances that these particular excise taxes would
not be touched. I think that is the recollection of the Sena-
tor from Nevada. It is the recollection of the Senator
from Michigan, of the Senator from Arizona, and of myself.
We are all recorded in the CoNGrREssIONAL RECORD on page
1084 and subsequent pages.

Mr. President, I call attention to this matter only because
of the statement made a few moments ago by the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crarg] that no such implication could
be gleaned from the statement of the Senator from Arizona.

I thank the Senator for his courtesy.

Mr, McCARRAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LODGE. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. Not only is the Senator entirely correct,
but the CowngressionaL REecorp from the inception of this
question until the present time bears out the statement made
by the Senator from Oregon. More than that, in June 1939,
the Congress reenacted the excise tax of 4 cents on copper.
That was long after we had enacted the reciprocal-trade
law, showing what the intendment of Congress was as re-
gards the freezing of the excise tax bearing on copper.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire briefly to state my
reasons for opposing——

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. I yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. McNARY. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Donahey Lee Schwellenbach
Ashurst Downey Lodge Bheppard
Austin Ellender Lucas Shipstead
Bailey Frazier Lundeen Smathers
Bankhead George McCarran Smith
Barbour Gerry McEKellar Stewart
Barkley Gibson McNary Taft

Bilbo Gilllette Maloney Thomas, Idaho
Bone Glass Mead Thomas, Okla.
Bridges Green Miller Thomas, Utah
Brown Gurney Minton bey

Bulow Hale Murray Townsend
Byrd Harrison Norris Truman
Byrnes Hatch Nye Tydings
Capper Hayden O'Mahoney Vandenberg
Caraway Herring Overton Van Nuys
Chandler Holman Pepper ‘Wagner
Chavez Holt Pittman Walsh

Clark, Idaho Hughes Radcliffe White

Clark, Mo. Johnson, Calif. Reed Wiley
Connally Johnson, Colo. Reynolds

Danaher King

Davis La Follette Schwartz

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScHWELLENBACH in the
chair). Eighty-nine Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire to state briefly my
reasons for opposing the further extension of the policy of
reciprocal-trade agreements. I should like, before doing so,
to join sincerely in the general expressions of praise for the
character and integrity of the Secretary of State. I have
had the pleasure of his acquaintance for many years, going
back to the time when he was in the House of Representa-
tives and I was in the press gallery. He was courteous and
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considerate to me then and has been so since. I can sin-
cerely express the same regard for Senators who are on the
opposite side of this question. Certainly the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] has been an extremely fair chair-
man, and has always given those who were in the minority
full opportunity to exercise their rights.

I am, first of all, impressed by the constitutional argu-
ments in opposition to the pending joint resolution which
have been so ably advanced in the week that has just
passed. I cannot rid myself of the notion that this is an
instance, to use the words Mr. Justice Cardozo employed in
connection with a case pending before the Supreme Court,
of “delegation run riot,” and that if the Congress can abdi-
cate so much of its power having to do with the raising of
revenue and with the conclusion of treaties, it can equally
well abdicate a great deal more of its power with respect to
other equally essential functions of government. It is clear
that if our government of checks and balances and our con-
stitutional theory have any reality this is a case in which
the power of the Executive should be curbed.

I am also impressed by the following arguments: First,
that treaties require a two-thirds vote of the Senate, and
that so-called trade agreements are treaties; second, the
constitutional provision that “all legislative power shall be
vested in a Congress”—the word “all” should be stressed in
that connection—and, third, the constitutional provision that
revenue bills shall originate in the House of Representatives.

I am informed that of the 22 nations with whom we have
concluded trade agreements some 18 or 19 require that agree-
ments made with them shall be ratified by the parliamentary
body of the nation concerned.

It is clear also that this is a question in which partisanship
really has no place. It has been demonstrated time and
time again since this debate began that Republicans and
Democrats have been on both sides of this question. I will
not detain the Senate by quoting from the utterances of
prominent statesmen on this subject. I should like, for the
REecorp, however, as one exception, to cite the statement made
by Secretary Hull when he was a Member of the House of
Representatives with regard to a proposal which was much
more limited than this and which he opposed in the following
terms. I quote:

The proposed enl ment and broad expansion of the provisions
and functions of the ble-tariff clause is astonishing, is undoubt-
edly unconstitutional, and is violative of the functions of the Amer-
ican Congress. Not since the Commons wrenched from an English
king the power and authority to control taxation has there been a
transfer of the taxing power back to the head of a government on
a basis so broad and unlimited as is proposed in the pending bill.
As has been said on a former occasion, “this is too much power for
a bad man to have or for a good man to want.”

I believe those words, which were so eloquently uttered in
connection with a legislative proposal far less broad in its
scope than this one, should give us pause today.

Mr. President, so much for the constitutional aspects. I
am not going to detain the Senate long on the economic
aspects of the case, except to reiterate the conviction I have
expressed here before that to sell American goods to Ameri-
cans is not only just as good as selling them to foreigners, but
is better. The free-trade economic philosophy would have us
believe that if an automobile made in Michigan, let us say, is
sold in Europe, the transaction, by some mysterious alchemy,
by some mystic induction, creates some new wealth which is
not created if the automobile is sold to an American citizen.
I have yet to see that proposition demonstrated. I have yet
to see it proved. It seems to me that if an American auto-
mobile is sold to an American citizen, whether he lives in
Massachusetts or whether he lives in Texas, or whatever
State he may live in, it is better than selling the automobile
abroad, because the American citizen who buys the automo-
bile is going to be a customer for parts and for tires and for
gasoline and for oil; he is going to eat at wayside lunch-
rooms, and in every way he is going to continue being a
spender; and in order to maintain that car such expenditures
~will be made to American citizens instead of being made to
foreigners.
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I do not want to labor the economic argument, because it
has been done much meore ably than I can do it, and it is a
two-sided proposition. But I contend that we are hypno-
tized by the idea that there is an advantage in selling our
goods to foreigners over selling them to ourselves. ‘

I should like to say, too, that I detest the old logrolling
system just as much as do any of the advocates of the joini
resolution. I should not want to go back to it. I was not
in politics when the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act was passed.
I note that it has not been repealed, although certainly the
party in power has the votes in both branches of Congress
to do so. I do not want to return to the logrolling method.
The goal which appeals to me is the goal of William McKin-
ley, who said, in 1897:

The end in view is always to be the opening up of new markets
for the products of our country by granting concessions to the
products of other lands that we need and cannot produce ourselves,
and which do not involve any loss of labor to our own people, but
tend rather to increase their employment.

There is a definite standard, an American standard, and a
reasonable standard. I think those of us who oppose the
pending measure—I know it is true in my case—favor a
scientific tariff, arrived at in a scientific, decent, intellectu-
ally self-respecting way. We believe there ought to be some
kind of a standard established, and that a question such as,
Shall the United States be protectionist, or shall it be free
trade? should not be left to the discretion of an administra-
tive official. I should like to see a scientific tariff established
with a protectionist philosophy, but, regardless of philosophy,
I should like to see some kind of a standard written into this
joint resolution.

This brings me to the point which impresses me the most,
and which I do not think has been touched on as much in this
debate as it should have been, and that is the contrast and
the contradiction which the reciprocal-trade policy embodies.

Since I have been in Congress I have had the opportunity
to support legislation aiming to increase the wages and re-
duce the hours and improve the working conditions of per-
sons working in factories. As we look back over the years
we find a constant improvement throughout American his-
tory in wages and in working conditions, going back to the
early days in the textile mills when young girls were em-
ployed for long hours at a time for very small wages, and
coming down to the conditions which today obtain in so
many industries in which the hours are limited, and there
is some kind of a minimum wage. I believe one of the most
hopeful and one of the most inspiring things in our national
history is the gradual improvement in the working condi-
tions and the living conditions and the economic conditions
of the average American citizen. It must be obvious to us
all that goods manufactured under those conditions cost a
great deal more than goods manufactured under sweatshop
conditions, and that if we are going to try to build up the
living conditions of our own people we simply cannot permit
the entry of goods which are made by foreigners under defi-
nitely substandard conditions. There is a case in which we
cannot ride two horses at once, because the two horses are
going in opposite directions.

I understand that an amendment is to be offered to the
pending joint resolution which will prevent the entry of goods
produced under substandard labor condifions. I offered a
similar amendment to the wage and hour bill when it was
bhefore the Senate. I certainly shall support the amendment
in this instance. I think we have an absolutely hopeless con-
tradiction here; that if we embrace the free-trade theory, the
high-wage theory suffers, and if we embrace the high-wage
philosophy, we are bound to restrict our foreign trade.

In this case there can be no doubt in the mind of anyone
who studies the situation that the theory of raising wages and
reducing hours is the one which is suffering and that the free-
trade theory is in the ascendant in the conduct of our Govern-
ment today. Of course, nobody is abandoning lip service to
the ideal of high wages and shortened hours and better work-
ing conditions, but the fact remains that the extension of the
free-trade principle is bound fo be a hindrance to the exten-
sion of the high-wage principle.



1940

Of course, the argument I have just made is criticized and
attacked. Some say that it is the argument of isolationists.
I have heard the word “isolationist” used a great deal on the
floor of the Senate, and I have very seldom heard it defined.
I do not know exactly what is meant by the appellation
“isolationist.” If the meaning is that an isolationist is a man
who wants to protect his country from the bad influences of
the outside world, then I say, yes; we are all isolationists.
We ought to be. If an isolationist is a man who thinks it is
easy for us to cut ourselves loose from the world, then, of
course, no one but a fool would be an isolationist, because it is
not easy. It seems to me it is desirable, however, for us to be
as free as we possibly can from the dangerous influences which
are at large in the world.

Of course, in the philosophy I am trying to describe there
is no question of the United States moving to complete self-
containment. That is a theoretical state of things which is
just as impossible as a condition of complete free trade. The
advocates of this joint resolution do not favor complete free
trade any more than its opponents favor complete self-
containment. There is a question of the direction in which
we shall go, of the trend which we favor; and there is a
legitimate question in my mind as to whether we, a vast
continental nation with virtually limitless resources, should
frame our trade policy as though we were a small island
country which literally could not live without foreign trade.

There is a question of the trend which we follow, and
what is that trend?

I respectfully submit that at present it is a trend toward
increasing our trade relations with the armed camps of
the world.

It is a trend which regards international trade as an end
in itself, as something for which risks should be taken, for
which men may even be called upon to die instead of merely
viewing it for what it is, a useful economic tool.

It is a trend which assumes that nationalism is bad, which
is a polite way of saying that patriotism is bad.

It is a trend which assumes that international trade pro-
motes peace—an entirely unsupported and unsupportable
assertion against which every counsel of experience and
history stands in contradiction.

Indeed, wherever we turn we find that international trade
is the cause of war rather than its preventer. It is certainly
at the hottom of a great deal of the friction between Japan
and China. It was certainly a factor in the rivalry between
Germany and Great Britain in 1914, and it is certainly at
the bottom of much of the trouble in Europe today. Cer-
tainly I think it is not at all extravagant to say that if inter-
national trade promotes peace and if the reciprocal trade-
agreement policy promotes peace, the condition of Europe
today is not a very convincing endorsement.

Prof. Charles A. Beard recently wrote an article, pub-
lished in Harper’s magazine, in which he listed some of the
international wars which have taken place in the past cen-
tury. Even though the list is quite long, I should like to
read it into the Recorpn. He lists the following:

1828-29, Russlan war on Turkey.

1838-42, British war of Afghanistan.

1840, British opium war in China.

1845, British war in the Punjab.

1847, France finishes conquest of Algeria.

1854-56, England, France, Sardinia, and Turkey wage war on
Russia.

1856-60, France and England wage war on China.

1859-60, France and Sardinia wage war on Austria.

1861, England, France, and Spain act against Mexico.

1864, Prussia attacks Denmark and seizes Schleswig-Holstein.

1866, German-Italian axis treaty; Germany wages war on Austria.

1870-71, Franco-Prussian War.

1877, Russia wages war on Turkey,

1881, France finished conguest of Tunis.

1882, Italy makes an axis with Austria and Germany, British
seize Cairo.

1883, France finiches conquest of Annam.

1885, France takes Tonkin from China by war; Serbo-Bulgarian
‘war.

1895, Japan finishes war on China.

1896, Italian war on Abyssinia.

1£97, Germany seizes Kiao-chau in China.

1898, bloody uprising in Milan.

1899, Britain opens war on Boer republics.
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Mr. President, that is the list of wars in the nineteenth cen-
tury, and I think that any Senator who examines the list will
have to admit in all candor that the desire for raw material,
the desire for foreign markets, the desire to build up some
kind of international commerce, played a very large part in
every one of those wars, if not a decisive part, at least a very
important and substantial part; and that whatever the eco-
nomic advantages of the free-trade system may be, however
secure its constitutional foundation may be, the contention
that it promotes peace is unsupportable.

On the contrary, it seems to me that this policy would lead
us to the conclusion that those who support it think that the
good to be derived from foreign trade is so great as to justify
a certain amount of risk. I tried to develop this point at the
time the pending bill was being considered by the Committee
on Finance, and I should like to read a brief extract describing
a colloquy between the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
BarkrLeyY] and myself, which is found printed on page 152 of
the hearings, as follows:

Senator Lobge. I sald Great Britain, being an island and being
dependent on foreign trade, naturally got involved in wars; that if
you did not have the foreign trade you would get involved in wars
just that much less.

Senator BargrEY. You would just abolish forelgn trade, then?
You would just live on an island?

Senator Lopge, If you were single-minded about peace above
everything else, that is what you would do.

Senator Barirey. If you were single-minded about peace and
nothing else, all that you would have would be peace.

Senator Lopge. That is right. And it is better to be alive on a low
living standard than to be rich and then get killed.

Senator BargLEY. I would rather take a chance to keep alive by
trade than to starve to death without it.

I congratulate the Senator from EKentucky on being so
candid, so frank, because most people are not so candid and
so frank. Most persons try to eat their cake and have it,
too. They say, “Yes; we are going to have foreign trade,
and ships all over the world, and navies to protect it. and we
are going to have peace also.” The Senator from Kentucky
is very candid. He says, “I think foreign trade is such a
good thing it is worth running some risk for.”

That is a legitimate ground on which we can differ.
That is his philosophy, and it is a very respectable one, but
it is not a philosophy with which I agree. I think it points
up this whole conflict, which to me seems very far reach-
ing. Ii involves the philosophy of an America run for
Americans, with the high-wage trend ever continuing. It
involves the philosophy of having an internal situation
which we can more or less control, and in which we can
work out our own social reforms. It involves the question
of having the United States keep out of foreign wars, walk-
ing a wide circle around them, and not getting into the
frictions and involvements which are always caused by being
dependent on foreign trade.

Mr. President, that is the real crux of this matter to me,
and I humbly submit that it involves the whole American
way of life, and involves the future of the American experi-
ment.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
insisted upon its disagreement to the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 8641) making appropriations to
supply deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1940, to provide supplemental appro-
priations for such fiscal year, and for other purposes; agreed
to the further conference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Tay-
LOR, Mr. Wooprum of Virginia, Mr. Cannvon of Missouri, Mr.
Luprow, Mr. SNYDER, Mr, O'Near, Mr. Jounson of West Vir-
ginia, Mr, TABER, Mr, WI1GGLESWORTH, Mr. LAMBERTSON, and Mr.
DrrTeEr were appointed managers on the part of the House at
the further conference.

EXTENSION OF RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 407) to extend the authority of the President
under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended.
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Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, of late I have been receiving
a good many communications which indicate to me that,
while perhaps the Members of this body are familiar with the
issues involved in the present debate, the citizen out on the
farm, and in the village, and in the city, is very much con-
fused. I have no idea of making any considerable contribu-
tion to the discussion of the issues here involved, but I do
desire to state my position rather bluntly and plainly.

First. I believe everyone in this Chamber is in favor of fair,
equitable trade agreements or treaties between this country
and foreign nations.

Second. No one in this Chamber is against the principle
of reciprocity embodied in such an agreement or treaty.

Third. A large group in this Chamber is in favor of the
principle laid down in the Pittman amendment and the one
which will be laid down later in the Adams amendment.
Why? Because if the Supreme Court should hold that these
agreements are not treaties, then we would have simply dele-
gated the legislative power to the President to negotiate the
agreements, and the Senate would pass upon them or renew
them. Is there anything wrong about such a procedure?

If, on the other hand, the Supreme Court should hold that
these agreements are treaties, then no harm would be done,
because the President has the right to negotiate treaties and
the Senate must then approve or disapprove them.

Fourth. If the Senate does not adopt the principle laid
down in the Pittman amendment or a similar amendment,
then a large group of Senators is not in favor of extending
the legislative rower to the President at this time. Why?
Because of world conditions. If any reason not now ap-
parent should become apparent in the future necessitating a
change, of course Congress could be convened in extraor-
dinary session, or Congress could at any regular session
change its action. .

Fifth. The best minds of America, I believe, should concen-
trate on American affairs instead of European affairs. The
extensive trade we now have with Europe is not the result
of these so-called reciprocal treaties, and when the war is
over that trade will be gone. The best minds of America have
a real job to attend to in this country. I refer to rehabilitat-
ing our farmers, getting jobs for youth, looking after the
aged, extending and protecting the industrial life of the Na-
tion, so that the unemployed and industry itself can get a
break., All this must be done so that America will be
equipped to meet the economic “blitzkrieg” which will inev-
itably follow the European war.

Mr. President, it is generally conceded that because of
world conditions and because of America’s virtual monopoly
of gold the importance of reciprocal treaties, so-called, and
their utility are constantly diminishing. Why? Because of
foreign trade obstacles which virtually did not exist when
Secretary Hull initiated the treaties. Straight tariffs do not
count as they used to before the days of trade controls, ex-
port subsidies, barter agreements, exchange restrictions, ex-
change allotments, embargoes, currency blocs, and depre-
ciated currencies.

The most-favored-nation policy, which we had much to do
with, now operates in many instances to the detriment of
our own industries and producers.

Mr, President, I believe that if the people of America were
educated fully on these so-called trade barriers and informed
further as to the effect of the so-called reciprocal-trade agree-
ments on our economy, in that they are absolutely ineffectual
to meet the new economic weapons forged by European gov-
ernments because of economic conditions, the group now in
favor of granting the additional power to the President would
not be so insistent in their demands.

What I am getting at, bluntly, is that exchange quotas and
controls, exchange restrictions imposed by foreign govern-
ments, diseriminations by foreign governments, destruction
of the structure of international prices, and depreciated cur-
rency, make the theory of reciprocal agreements unworkable.
If that statement is correct, then all the argument that has
been advanced is simply a smoke screen to hide the real pur-
pose, which is to delegate to the Executive in these perilous
times an additional power. My own thought is that the
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Congress has already delegated to him too much power. The
powers conferred upon him by the Constitution are ample.
Congress should exercise its own powers, and I believe that
is the wish of the people, especially after 7 years of trial
and error.

Mr. President, I listened with a great deal of interest to
the dramatic appeal of the distinguished senior Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris], especially that part in which
he claimed that if the pending measure should not become
law there would be dire consequences to this Nation. Of
course, what he said was simply an expression of opinion,
and I value his opinion very highly, but I think in this
particular he is very much mistaken.

What did he say the consequences would be?

He has assumed the following:

First. That the treaties would protect this Government in
its dealings with foreign nations after the war was over.

Second. That the treaties would provide an instrument to
put together the fragments and pieces of a torn and shat-
tered civilization, or help to do so.

Third. If we should not pass the pending legislation we
could not offer foreign nations adjustments of their tariff
situation. He did not know what adjustments would be
necessary.

Fourth. He asked the question: “Shall we be able to meet
the situation with instrumentalities of government?”

Long before Secretary Hull started to operate his ‘“reci-
procity shop” America faced foreign situations. The Presi-
dent of the United States under the Constitution negotiated
treaties and the Senate ratified them. Under the Constitu-
tion the President entered into agreements and compacts
which were not treaties.

Mr. President, I do not like the tendency toward “Execu-
tive omniscience.” It is bad business in Europe. It will be
bad business here in the United States if put into effect. As
I view the situation, we should not continue the authority in
the President for the very reasons which became apparent
from the argument of the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska.

Answering the distinguished Senator on his first point, I
ask, How will a treaty negotiated now, a reciprocal treaty
that fixes the tariff basis on imports from any other country,
operate to protect this Government after the war, especially if
the present tariff is 50 percent of the much maligned Smoot-
Hawley tariff? The distinguished junior Senator from
Massachusetts brought forth the idea, which I now emphasize.
Is it not strange that the Smoot-Hawley tariff, so much vilified
by our Democratic friends, has not been repealed by them?
It will be remembered that for 7 long years the Democrats
have had control of both Houses, and they have done nothing
to repeal that law. In other words, they have recognized that
in the days that are ahead this law will be a great barrier
against America becoming inundated with foreign imports
which might paralyze our internal economy.

The second point made by the Senator from Nebraska was
that the reciprocal treaties would provide an instrument to
put together shattered Europe. My answer is that it will take
more than a reciprocal treaty; it will take the great charitable
heart of America and the rest of the world; it will take
another Hoover, the great humanitarian, to look after broken-
down humanity. It will take men with vision in America,
whose hearts are in America and who will not sell out America
under an emotional jag of pity—practical men, men who know
how to rebuild and construct—mnot theorists, but men who
realize that the future of the world depends upon keeping
America safe under her republican form of government. It
will also take a Europe reborn to the need of getting rid of
her centuries of hate and national animosities.

As for the third point, we are told by the distinguished
Senator that if we do not confer this power on the President
we cannot offer foreign nations adjustments of their tariff
situation. I take it what he means is that Congress would
not be willing to take down the barrier. If that is what the
senior Senator from Nebraska means, I believe he is-correct.
We cannot help Eurcpe after the war by paralyzing our own
industries or by selling out our own domestic trade.
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For his fourth point the distinguished Senator asked the
question:

Shall we be able to meet the situation with the instrumentalities
of government?

This question implies that the power conferred upon the
President to negotiate trade treaties would be a very signifi-
cant instrument of government in the post-war years. Idoubt
the correctness of that conclusion. Let us get this question
straight, 'The President, without this power, may negotiate
treaties. We believe in having fair dealings with all nations
that will deal with us fairly; but I believe the Senator, in his
ardent advocacy of the measure, has blinded himself to the
realities.

If we do not pass the joint resolution we shall not interfere
with the right of the duly constituted authorities to nego-
tiate commercial treaties, or with the right of the Executive,
within his field, to enter into agreements or compacts. All
we are doing is saying that for the time being we feel it un-
wise to extend this legislative power to the President.

A trade treaty implies that the two nations have some-
thing to trade. It must be conceded that any agreement
with a war-racked nation, involving the importation of for-
eign goods in competition with American goods, should have
not only the serious consideration of the experts in the State
Department—who themselves are not immune to logrolling
or influence—but in these critical times should be reviewed
by the constitutional authority—the Senate.

On Friday the distinguished Senator from Nebraska
claimed that to give the President this power was common
sense, I asked him this question:

I am wondering whether it is not common sense to adopt the
Pittman amendment, which would virtually make the Senate a
board of review as to the merits of any agreement or treaty?

His answer was, in substance, that for the Senate to retain
that power would kill the whole measure “as dead as a
doornail.”

I cannot agree with the Senator in that conclusion. I
believe that the people of this country have the same opinion
about the Senate that Webster had when, on March 7, 1850,
he said:

It is fortunate that there is a Senate of the United States; a
body not yet moved from its propriety, not lost to a just sense of
its own dignity and its own high responsibilities, and a body to
which this country looks with confidence for wise, moderate, patri-
otic, and healing counsels.

Mr. President, when did the executive branch of this Gov-
ernment become so dependable, and the Senate of the United
States so undependable, that the Senate must delegate its
powers to the Executive? Since becoming a Member of the
United States Senate g year and 3 months ago, I have become
very well acquainted with a number of my colleagues. I be-
lieve they are dependable men. I further believe that most of
them are men who have graduated from the “university of
hard knocks”—opractical men, men with ideals and ideas.
In this particular period I believe that the combined views
of these men, who come from different sections of this great
Nation, would provide a better standard to tie to than the
judgment of the Executive or the State Department. Why?
Because we have our feet on the ground. We are mixing
daily with the common man, whom Abraham Lincoln said
God Almighty must have loved because he made so many of
them. Our eyes are not continually fixed on the “mirage of
foreign trade.” We know the problems of our constituents,
and they know and we know that under present world condi-
tions trade treaties will not provide a panacea for the eco-
nomic ills within our own borders.

Mr. President, it has been said a number of times that since
the passage of the original Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act,
we have entered into 22 reciprocal-trade pacts, and that only
3 of those pacts were not required to be ratified by legislative
action of the foreign nations. Under what strange spell
have we in America fallen, that we listen to the siren voice
which suggests that the Senate of the United States should
delegate its powers because it does not know what is for the
welfare or best interests of our people?
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Mr. President, in the history of Israel, there was a time
when its people worshipped the golden calf. It was hung
aloft so that the people could see it. In this argument there
are those who have indicated a worship of the golden calf of
legislation. I know that the word “reciprocity” has hypno-
tized many of our people. If has been hung aloft, and every
virtue has been attributed to trade treaties. In spite of all
the evidence to the contrary, partisans are almost willing
to say that every virtue is tied to them. If we could strip off
the veneer of this golden calf, we should find that there is
nothing magical in trade treaties. The present discussion
involves only the question whether or not we want to dele-
gate to the Executive for the next 3 years the significant
powers which have been discussed—powers involving treaties,
taxation, and revenue. Personally, I believe that if they are
delegated they will not be used because of the uncertainty of
conditions and cwrrencies abroad and because of the situation
of agriculture and business within our own borders. Later,
I shall have something further to say as to the workability of
trade treaties during and after the World War.

Mr. President, the economic life of the Nation is built upon
domestic and foreign trade. We are informed that our for-
eign trade does not exceed 10 percent of our total trade. Ever
since the inception of this Government, our policy in relation
to foreign trade has been of great significance in directing
Qur progress.

The Tariff Act of 1789 was the first tariff legislation passed
under the Constitution. Down through the years we have
had our tariff squabbles. We have had great debates in Con-
gress on the merits of the protective- and the free-trade
systems.

The protective tariff had as its primary purpose building up
American industry and making America an industrial Na-
tion—a Nation producing manufactured products from raw
materials, and in so doing creating good jobs.

We could spend hours in going into the “pros and cons” of
the value of a protective tariff. We could bring into the dis-
cussion what the lowering of the tariff would do to the Ameri-
can standard of living. We could also bring into the
discussion the arguments on behalf of free trade. But this
would do us no particular good at this time, because the sub-
ject under discussion is the continuity of the new tariff pro-
cedure which was brought into being in 1934 largely through
the efforts of Cordell Hull, the Secretary of State. I refer to
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of June 12, 1934, which,
for a period of 3 years, through the Department of Stale,
gave to the President power to negotiate reciprocal-trade
agreements with other nations, the idea being that such
treaties or agreements would add impetus and volume to
international trade, and in so doing stimulate our own trade
and markets. As every Senator knows, the idea behind giving
the President this authority was that by such agreements we
could expand foreign markets for the products of the United
States.

The delegation of authority to the President to change
tariff rates, with the consent of the Senate, is not a new mat-
ter in our history. In 1897 the Dingley Act was passed, au-
thorizing the President to negotiate similar agreements
covering a limited group of imports. I am informed that both
President Theodore Roosevelt and President McKinley nego-
tiated agreements with a number of foreign countries under
the Dingley Act; but all those reciprocal treaties received the
approval of the Senate.

Under the Fordney-McCumber Act of 1922 the President
was authorized to increase or decrease duties on any particu-
lar article when, on the basis of an investigation by the Tariff
Commission, he found that the existing duties did not equal
the difference between the costs of production in the United
States and in the competing country.

As we all know, the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act ex-
pired in 1937, at which time Congress renewed it for another
3 years. So today the question is, Shall we renew this
authority of the President, or shall we amend the act to
require Senate approval, or shall we defer action until the
world again becomes sane?
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Mr. President, I am not finding fault with the idea of
reciprocal-trade treaties or agreements. Secretary Hull did
not originate the idea. It came out of experience. In it is
contained much common sense. This is a large country, a
country of many sections, with a diversity of crops, a country
of many mineral resources. Industrially and agriculturally,
it is the most nearly self-sufficient country on the face of the
globe—which means that we produce almost everything.
When we trade or sell some of our products to foreign coun-
tries, they sell back to us products which compete with our
home production. The idea is that by selling more of our
goods we create more opportunities for labor. By adding
economic flow to the economic current we contribute toward
prosperity.

But unfortunately in many instances, as Senators have
shown, the trade treaties have not operated in that way. The
agreements are the result of human minds meeting—a group
in the State Department and representatives of foreign na-
tions—and, of course, the human mind is fallible. There-
fore, in treaties such as that with Canada an escape clause or
elauses provided in substance that either country, if it found
that under the agreement domestic production of the article
concerned was injuriously affected, or if a wide variation
occurred in the rate of exchange between currencies, might
take action to remedy that situation.

However, I invite attention to a challenging fact. I am
informed that in these agreements more than a thousand
commodities have been considered, but so infallible have
been the master minds which negotiated the treaties that
no advantage has been taken of the escape clause or clauses.
Here, I believe, we have the reason for much of the opposition
to the treaties. In other words, the servant has fallen asleep
on the job. We know that a number of conferences have
been held by the State Department at the instance of pro-
ducers of this country. Remember, these producers are
American citizens with rights and privileges. One of the
great rights of a citizen is the right to petition his Govern-
ment, and it is the obligation of the servant—the employee
of Government—to pay attention when the citizen speaks.
Yet out of all these hearings there has come no admission,
even in one instance, that the State Department has been
wrong.

After a great deal of pressure, a supplementary agreement
was entered into with Canada with relation to fox furs, and
a ceiling of 100,000 was placed on the number of fox furs that
could be imported. That ceiling is much more than the
normal importation, with the result that while it stopped a
total inundation it did permit a partial one, with the result
that in that industry American citizens have lost much money.
My own State has been seriously affected.

Let us be frank about the whole situation. We are living
in a topsy-turvy world; and if we are to continue the present
trade policy—as it appears we are, because word has gone
out from the White House to continue it—we must safeguard
our American position so as to avoid any treaty arrangement
which, under the direction of some State Department experts,
will mutilate some of our American industries and further
injure our farmers.

I have no personal feeling toward the employees of gov-
ernment—I myself am one—but I do have a feeling against
some of the high-flying theorists, many of whom have never
earned a dollar by the sweat of the brow, and who are always
anxious to experiment with other people’s money but not
with their own. I have heard some of them argue that the
thing to do would be to reduce all tariff barriers and let the
goods of all the countries flow into the United States. In
view of the topsy-turvy world we are in, let us proceed cau-
tiously in reducing tariff rates. Some of us believe that is the
Senate’s business.

As I have said, a large majority of the present so-called
reciprocal treaties ‘were required to be approved by the legis-
lative bodies of other nations. This fact should cause us to
pause, especially in these times, when we see the executive
arm in other nations taking all the power. If this law is to be
continued, it must be borne in mind that it does not present
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a situation giving the President power in relation to specific
items, but it gives him blanket authority to negotiate agree-
ments relative to everything produced in this country.

The purpose of extension of our trade and commerce is a
beneficial one; but to delegate that job to the Executive at
this time might result in the diminution of our trade and
commerce. We know that trade wars are unprofitable and
that good will and friendly trade relations are much desired.
Is not every Senator interested in furthering such trade and
commerce? Some of us feel that under the fundamental law
of the land it is the function of the Senate, after the Presi-
dent has formulated a treaty affecting the commercial in-
terest of our people, to approve or disapprove such treaty or
agreement.

Mr. President, there is nothing sacrosanct, mysterious, or
obnoxious in the word “reciprocity.” However, there is much
misunderstanding of the real issues involved in this debate.
There is an old saying that “figures don't lie, but liars will
figure.” In these times it has become the custom to do two
things to sustain one’s position: First, get together a lot of
figures or statistics; second, get a group of experts on one’s
side.

‘As I see the situation, we need neither of these factors to
back up either position taken in this debate. Why? Be-
cause, in the first place, when the figures which are pro-
duced for or against the reciprocal-trade treaties are exam-
ined, they cannot be said to be conclusive proof of the
contentions made. The reason is that so many other factors
are involved. I have already mentioned some of them—
world unrest, war, currency instability, and so forth.

Secondly, we do not need the experts, because they are
partisans who draw their conclusions from the figures which
they produce to sustain their position.

Mr. President, it is interesting to note how many distin-
guished Senators have changed front on this issue, although
I must say that the experts and the figures have had nothing
to do with the change. The distinguished junior Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] showed that a number of
Democratic Senators—including the present Secretary of
State—opposed the policy embodied in the joint resolution
when the Republicans were in power.

This change is unimportant, except that it seems to me
that, after all, politics appears to play a part in fundamental
matters as well as in superficial matters. I was interested in
the remarks of the junior Senator from Nevada today on
that very issue. He said that the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act would not have been passed had it not been defi-
nitely understood that there would be no change in the ex-
cise duties on copper and other commodities. I cannot con-
ceive how Senators who would be against the idea of giving
the President power to negotiate agreements of this kind in
times of peace can now favor giving him this power in a time
of great world ecrisis.

Mr. President, if the question were simply an academic
one—Do you favor reciprocal treaties or agreements be-
tween nations?—I believe we could answer that question
generally in this way: We believe in fair dealing between
fair men; we believe in fair dealing between nations which
want to deal honorably and fairly, but we believe also that
this Government, in its foreign economic policy, must give
realistic consideration to the situation which now obtains
throughout the world.

Let us keep clearly in mind the point that until the advent
of the present administration every reciprocal treaty was
approved by the Senate. If, in times of peace, such recip-
rocal agreements or treaties worked beneficially to the con-
tracting parties, but were required to be confirmed or ratified
by the Senate, I ask, Is there not more reason than ever, in
these troubled times, for treaties which affect the economic
life of this Nation to have the approval of the Senate or
Congress?

In approaching this problem, we must analyze it coolly,
with the idea foremost in our thoughts of safeguarding
America and American interests.

Mr. President, only yesterday there appeared in the press
something which I do not believe, something which I believe
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is the result of Nazi propaganda. However, it is pertinent
to the subject I am discussing. In approaching this prob-
lem we must bear in mind, first and foremost, the safeguard-
ing of America and American interests. I cannotf believe
that our representatives abroad, or the President in this
country, made any such commitment as was intimated in
the dispatches from Berlin; but I do know that in this
country of ours there are those who are so shot through with
their interest in foreign affairs that their eyes are blinded
to American affairs. If those men hold office, then, in the
words of a gentleman from the other body, they should be
“brought to time.” This country is our heritage; this is
our mint to loock after, and we had better not become in-
volved in looking after foreign problems. So, Mr. President,
I repeat that in approaching this problem we have to ana-
lyze it coolly, with the idea foremost in our thoughts of
safeguarding America and American interests. Having this
thought in mind and applying it does not make us less con-
structive in our relations with the rest of the world. The
security and the welfare of the American people should be
first. We realize, especially under normal circumstances,
that we must seek to develop trade with other nations.

But, I repeat, Europe and Asia are at war. Force rules
nations. Treaties are disregarded. Perhaps we are seeing a
change in the world order. The balance of power is in the
balance. We must also realize that in this changing world
there appears to be more and more contempt for democratic
processes—yes; for democratic ideas. With what result? The
rules of the game are changing. I mean the political and eco-
nomic rules applicable to international relations. No one can
doubt this statement.

If, in 1934 and 1937, before the world went mad, Congress
thought it advisable to give the President the power to negoti-
ate all reciprocal agreements or treaties, that is no reason why
that power should be continued. The power was given before
Mars had raised his fiery head, before President Roosevelt had
made his Chicago speech, and there are now 22 treaties, or
reciprocal agreements, in force which will continue to be in
force until either one or both of the nations who are parties
thereto elect, under the terms of the treaties, to abrogate them.

In spite of all the propaganda—and there has been plenty
of it on both sides—I think this whole matter can be simpli-
fied. The human mind has a tendency to complicate every-
thing coming within its grasp. I take it that every Senator
has had communications from this group and that group,
indicating that someone has asked them to write letters re-
questing Senators to support the President’s bill or not to
support it. What is the nature of the pending joint resolu-
tion? It simply provides:

Resolved, ete, That the period during which the President is
authorized to enter into foreign trade agreements under section 350
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended by the act (Public, No. 816, 73d
Cong.) approved June 12, 1934, is hereby extended for a further
period of 3 years from June 12, 1940.

It will be noticed that the joint resolution does not even
mention that most significant word “reciprocal”; it merely
uses the words “foreign trade agreements.” Yet the whole
propaganda in favor of this program has been built around
the word “reciprocity.” Everywhere, in every little country
town, in every village and every organization the suggestion
has been “support the reciprocity agreements,” and that is
the way it comes to Washington.

As all the Senators know, there is a question whether these
agreements are treaties within the provision of article II, sec-
tion 2, of the Constitution which provides:

He (the President) shall have power, by and with the advice and
consent of the SBenate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the
Senators present concur.

Is the Trade Agreements Act constifutional? There has
been so much said on that subject that I shall not spend a
great deal of time on it; but it appears to me it all depends
on whether or not the Supreme Court shall say that these
instruments which we are trying to give the President power
to go ahead and negotiate are treaties or are merely agree-
ments. Bearing in mind the provision of the Constitution
Jjust read, it seems to me that if we pass this measure we are
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attempting to delegate to the President power which we can-
not delegate.

Then there is the objection that under the provisions of the
Trade Agreements Act the President is given authority to
raise or lower duties by 50 percent, but the act provides no
standard to guide the Executive. I understand that amend-
ments are to be offered which will provide standards. If such
amendments should be attached to the bill, the objection to
which I have alluded would be obviated. The Supreme Court
has held that the delegation of power by Congress without
adequate standards is unconstitutional. The argument of the
Senator from Vermont [Mr, AusTin], to which I listened the
other day, seems to me to be absolutely unanswerable and
unanswered. The House has seen fit, in its vote on this meas=
ure, to abandon to the President its functions of initiating
revenue laws, but Congress cannot delegate the constitutional
provision with regard to treaties.

That brings to mind the question, Why has not the act
been declared unconstitutional by the Court during the last
6 years? That question has been asked on the floor of the
Senate. Here it appears the act itself denies the manufac-
turer or producer the remedy allowed by section 516 (b) of
the Tariff Act of 1930, and no one could probably prove an
injury because of a reduced duty which was not common to
the people generally. That is the answer to the question.

It is claimed that the history of these treaties in the last
6 years demonstrates clearly the value of the program, in that
it is said that there has been a 97-percent increase in our
export trade from 1932 to 1939.

On the other hand, it is claimed by those who oppose the
continuance of this power that our exports increased pri-
marily as a result of world recovery and would have taken
place if the trade-agreements program had not been put
into effect.

That brings up the question of what this program has done
for industry.

Figures issued by the Department of Commerce show that
agricultural exports in 1939 were 1 percent below agricul-
tural exports in 1932, the bottom year of the depression,
although over this same period exports of United States
merchandise increased 98 percent. We also find that agri-
cultural exports in 1939 were 12 percent below agricultural
exports in 1935. So, apparently, if we take the figures as a
basis, the program has not benefited the farmer.

The fact that agricultural surpluses have accumulated
shows that the farmer has not been getting any benefit from
these treaties. Furthermore, the facts show that with coun-
tries with whom we have had treaties, exports have increased
but four and one-half times, while from 1935 to 1938 exports
to nontreaty countries increased nearly nine times. Our fore-
most important export agricultural products are cotton,
tobacco, wheat, and pork. From 1935 to 1938 exports of
hams, shoulders, and bacon to countries with whom we had
treaties actually declined 9.5 percent, while exports to other
countries with whom we had no treaties increased 4.6 percent;
and in the case of cotton, from 1935 to 1938 our exports de-
clined 22 percent.

One of the purposes of the act was to regulate the admis-
sion of foreign goods into the United States “in accordance
with the characteristics and needs of various branches of
American production.” Has this been carried out?

I feel that this language, so far as my State of Wisconsin
is concerned, has been forgotten. Does this country need
to import meat, milk, butter, cream, and cheese? Is there
need for the importation of fox furs? Or do we fail to pro-
duce enough of these things to satisfy our home demand?
The answer is an emphatic “No.” We know that the dairy
farmer needs the American market. The fox-fur farmers
need the American market.

In general, I feel that the Department of State has not done
the job it could have done. It has not exercised, in many
instances, where it should have done so, its rights under the
escape clauses. It has made agreements that relate to over
a thousand items, and yet it has not seen fit to admit that it
was wrong in any case. If this act should be continued in
force, as I presume it will be, I think that some consideration
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should be given to helping those who might be injured by the
operation of the act.

There is no question that the reciprocity agreements have
benefited certain groups in our economy—that is, the foreign
trade has benefited them—and there is no question that it
has harmed other groups. This is due probably to the fact
that we are a large nation and produce a great variety of
things. We are the most self-sufficient Nation on earth.

Mr. President, what would happen if the President’s
power to negotiate so-called reciprocal-trade agreements
should not be extended? Well, the present agreements would
continue unimpaired; and there are, I believe, 22 in existence.
The President’s power, however, would not be curtailed to
negotiate any new treaties. If we should not extend the
President’s power under the Trade Agreements Act, he could
negotiate just the same. The only difference would be that
the treaties or agreements thus negotiated would have to
come back to the Senate for ratification or rejection.

Then there is the so-called Norris argument that we should
confer the power upon the President so that if in the future
there should be an opportunity to make effective agreements
he should be in a position to do so. I have partially answered
that argument, but, answering it further, let me say that it
seems to me we must realize that under the Trade Agree-
ments Act the President is given the power to reduce the
tariff rate, but once a trade treaty becomes operative, it has,
because of the favored-nation clause, the effect of giving
other nations the right to the same reduction of tariff rates.

I remember that the other day the effect of that clause was
very clearly illustrated by the distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VanpENBERG], Who showed how Russia got
the benefit of a most-favored-nation clause in a treaty we
negotiated with another nation. There are numerous in-
stances of the way in which that clause works, and it works
detrimentally to American producers.

The future holds some very difficult problems. I wish
everyone in this country would realize this fact, especially the
persons who are going to have something to do about getting
America interested in dealing with foreign nations after the
war is over. When the war is over our market, which is the
best market in the world, will be the target for every nation,
if we permit it.

I should like to see the State Department concentrate upon
protective measures that will protect America against the
onslaughts of the future trade of these nations. The trade
wars of the future will present plenty of problems for us to
solve. Europe, without credit or gold, will have to barter with
us. Whether we like it or not, because we are living in a
neighborhood world, we shall have to adopt some of the self-
sufficiency ideas of the Old World.

Much was said today by the junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Lobce]l which applies directly to that point.
I want Senators to bear in mind that no one has claimed at
any time that our maximum foreign trade ever exceeded 10
percent of our total trade; and yet we are talking all the
time about protecting the 10 percent. Ten percent. What
about thinking a little bit of how to protect the 90 percent?

These are questions which cannot be answered by statistics
for or against trade agreements. Statistics are valuable if
they are properly utilized; but we cannot use statistics as a
yardstick to measure the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of a
trade treaty when we know that the results obtained are the
product of many factors, such as war with its changed de-
mands, drought, flood, gold purchases, change in labor costs,
material costs, change in tariff walls, blockades, new methods
of production, and so forth. Therefore we must not be mis-
led, as so many persons seem to permit themselves to be, by
statistics, because they are inadequate and misleading.

That brings us to another consideration. What about the
war situation and the economic situation in Europe? Will
they have any influence on the reciprocity treaties?

The warring powers with which we have had treaties have
exercised their right under the treaties to do that which they
could not do under the treaties in case they were at peace.
However, the situation will be far more serious after the war.
We all know that Europe’s gold will be here in America, and
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a great deal of the Allies’ American investments will have
returned home. After the war we may find all nations doing
what Germany has had to do—engage in barter.

The war is forcing Great Britain and France into the same
kind of an economy that Germany is in. If Germany should
win the war, the situation would be bad indeed. All we have
to do to appreciate the truth of this statement is to realize
the kind of peace that would be imposed upon the van-
quished. Lock at Czechslovakia and Poland and Finland.
We have already said to England and France and the rest of
the world that we want gold or its equivalent, and nothing
else. No foreign nation will have gold, so we may expect
ruthless competition, even such as Germany has been carrying
on, in all the markets of the world. Then, if we are dependent
upon foreign trade, we shall be in a bad fix, because our
economy with high labor costs and with high prices free from
Government control will have to compete in a world of totali-
tarian economics based on controlled wages, government-
fixed and adjusted prices, currency managed internationally,
and trade by barter. The question is whether or not a reci-
procity-agreement policy can be effective in any degree under
such circumstances. I have not heard that argument met on
this floor, nor have I read anywhere that anyone has at-
tempted to argue that the policy would be effective at such
a time.

My suggestion is that we quit fiddling around, quit thinking
so much about foreign conditions, and realize that we have a
great opportunity to put our house in order domestically. We
have to consider, of course, world economic realities, but we
must also count our own blessings and utilize all the economic
values that we have in the Western Hemisphere.

I repeat, the principle of reciprocity is sound, buf it is only
as sound as that embodied in any other trade. If you go
into a store and trade your dollar for an article that is worth
the dollar, you have engaged in a reciprocal or mutual trans-
action. Such a deal is fair, and both parties benefit by it.
Not only the storekeeper, but the manufacturer and the
laborer in America who produced the article have benefited.
But if you go into a store and buy an article not manufactured
in America—an article which could be manufactured here,
and an article which comes into direct competition with one
manufactured in America—you have, unless there is some
compensating benefit, interfered with the American work-
man who could produce the domestic product; you have inter-
fered with the factory; and it may be that you bought the
article for 90 cents because it was produced abroad at a
cheaper labor cost and a cheaper material cost, with the result
that even the American concern had to sell its product down
to 90 cents. I know this is not a complete analogy, but it has
more than a grain of truth in it.

Yes, Mr, President, foreign trade is important, but it is not
so important that we should lose our perspective; or, putting
the matter in the vernacular of the street, we should not,
because of our foreign trade, lose the coat, vest, and pants
of our domestic trade.

Judging by the vote on Friday, it seems likely that the
measure we are discussing will become law. I am not a
prophet nor the son of a prophet, and I realize that it is
dangerous to engage in the role of a prophet; but I am
going to take the risk. I am going to hazard a few guesses
as to what the results will be. They are as follows:

First. During the war no appreciable damage or benefit
will result from the extension of the power of the President.
- Second. If the war ceases within the 3 years, and then the
power is exercised by the President, considerable damage
will result to our own economy if new treaties are entered
into by a President who is free-trade-minded or foreign-
minded.

Third. Many of the present treaties will have to be abro-
gated or amended after the war, and even before the war
ceases, to protect our economy.

Mr. President, I conclude as foliows:

First. I believe we should not attempt to delegate to the
President the treaty power, the tariff power, and the
internal taxing power.
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Second. We should not keep on conferring more power
on the Executive. The people want this march toward
economic dictatorship by the President stopped. It was
never contemplated by the founders of the Republic that
the Executive should have other than executive power.

Third. By refusing to pass this joint resolution in these
perilous and changing times, the Senate will serve notice on
America that we are aware of our high responsibilities, and
that very act will open the door for a return of confidence
and economic healing.

During the delivery of Mr, WiLEy’s address:

Mr., DAVIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ConNNaLLY in the chair).
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from
Pennsylvania?

Mr, WILEY. 1 yield.

Mr. DAVIS, A statement was recently made on the floor
of the Senate with respect to the time consumed in the
consideration of the tariff law. It was said that it consumed
practically the whole session.

I note on page 3674 of the ConcrEssioNAL REcorp of March
28, 1940, that the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BarkLrEY] in-
terrupted the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] to re-
mind him and the Senate that the present tariff law was
begun in the House of Representatives in December 1928
and was passed and signed finally by the President in June
1930, taking 19 months, in the two Houses, to write a tariff
law.

The object of this interruption was to point to the possi-
bility of great time consumption should we make mandatory
the submission of tariff trade agreements to the Senate for
ratification.

The Senator from Kentucky, however, did not tell us that
during the 19 months he said elapsed between the inception
and approval of that act, Congress in the same period, and
in addition to the Tariff Act, passed 89 private acts, 109
public resolutions, and 378 public acts. Neither did he indi-
cate the relatively small number of items in a trade agree-
ment when placed in comparison with a major revision of
the tariff, with its thousands of items and its highly contro-
versial administrative features, nor the 235 yea-and-nay
votes in the Senate alone, all of which constitute a magni-
tude that no trade agreement could possibly attain,

The Trade Agreement Act was approved June 12, 1934,
and It has taken nearly 6 years to negotiate and put into
effect 22 agreements; and the total of items negotiated does
not approach the number in the Tariff Act of 1930.

The comparison chosen by the Senator from EKentucky—
the Tariff Act of 1930—was not entirely appropriate, for that
legislation was made the target of attack by the Democratic
Party to a greater extent than any prior act. Senators will
recall the “smear” campaign against it by a highly paid
Democratic specialist; and they will recall that after the bill
had been pending in the Senate for 6 months, the then Sena-
tor from Utah, Mr. Smoot, placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of March 3, 1930, on page 4612, a statement of time
consumed on the tariff bill, which I will read:

Mr. SmooT. Mr, President, in that connection I send to the desk
and ask that it may be printed in the Recorp the result of an
examination of the CongrEssioNAL Recorp from September 4, 1929,
the date on which the pending tariff bill was reported to the
Senate by the Finance Committee, to February 25, 1930. That
examination discloses approximately 2,638 pages containing the
actual debate on the tariff bill. Of this total, the space in the
Recoro is divided approximately as follows:

Democrats, 1,108 pages.

Republicans, 791l pages.

Insurgents, 7381, pi

The Official Repurters of the Senate state that each page in the
CongrEssioNAL REecORD represents approximately 12 minutes of
debate. Thus expressed, the relative amount of time consumed by
each group during the period mentioned is set forth in the state-
ment, which I ask to be printed entire in the Recomp at this

point.

The PresminNg OrrFicer. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The statement entire is as follows:

“An examination of the CoNGrEsstoNaL REcorp from September
4, 1929, the date the pending tariff bill (H. R. 2667) was reported
to the Benate by the Finance Committee, to February 25, 1930,
discloses that approximately 2,688 pages contain the actual debate
c¢n the tariff bill.
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“Of this total, the space is divided approximately as follows:

“Democrats, 1,108 pages.

“Republicans, 79114 pages.

“Insurgents, 7381, pages.”

“The Official Reporters of the Senate state that each page of the
CongressioNAL Recorp represents approximately 12 minutes of de-
bate. Thus expressed, the relative amount of time consumed by
€ach group during the period above mentioned is as follows: Demo-
crats, 221 hours, or 42 percent; Republicans, 158 hours, or 30
percent; lnsurgents, 148 hours, or 28 percent.”

The chronological history of the Tariff Act of 1930 (H. R.
2667) is as follows:

Ways and Means hearings, January 7, 1929, to February 25,
1929.

Introduced in House and referred, May 7, 1929.

Reported to House, May 9, 1929,

Passed the House, May 28, 1929.

Received and referred in Senate, May 29, 1929.

Reported to the Senate, September 4, 1929.

Passed the Senate, March 24, 1930.

Conference report adopted in Senate, June 13, 1930.

Conference report adopted in House, June 14, 1930.

Approved by the President, June 17, 1930.

I thought the Senator from Wisconsin would like to have
the history of the debate and the time consumed in the con-
sideration of the Smoot-Hawley tariff measure.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. I am sure he has done a real job.

After the conclusion of Mr, WiLEY’S speech—

WHITE BOOK PUBLISHED BY GERMAN GOVERNMENT

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I have listened with in-
terest, as I always do, to what the able junior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey] had to say; but I was particularly
interested in the portion of his address in which he digressed
to mention a situation which has arisen within the past sev-
eral days as a result of the publication of the so-called White
Papers.

Mr. President, in my opinion the publication of the so-
called White Book by the German Government imposes a
very definite duty upon the Senate, regardless of our individ-
ual opinions as to the authenticity of the documents re-
produced therein.

I believe we here have a duty to perform because Mr. Bul-
litt is Ambassador to France by virtue of the fact that upon
the recommendation of the President we voted to confirm
his nomination. The same state of facts applies to Mr. Ken-
nedy, our Ambassador to the Court of St. James’s. Let me add
also, Mr. President, that not so long ago we confirmed the
nomination of Mr. Cromwell as Minister to Canada; and re-
cently Mr. Cromwell publicly stated substantially the same
things that Mr. Bullitt and Mr. Eennedy are alleged to have
privately stated, according to the Polish documents pub-
lished by the German Government.

In my opinion it is our immediate business to institute a
searching inquiry into the conversations of Mr. Bullitt and
Mr. Kennedy. Mr. Bullitt is here in the United States. Be-
fore he takes the plane for Europe, I suggest that he be re-
quired to appear before the Foreign Relations Commitfee of
the Senate and testify under oath as to the truth or falsity of
the serious allegations made by the German Government. If
the State Department demands it, let the examination of Mr.
Bullitt be conducted behind closed doors, but examine him
we should. The American people are entitled to all obtain-
able information pertaining to these charges.

In connection with this examination, let us request the State
Department to supply us with authenticated copies of the
public addresses made by Mr. Bullitt and Mr, Kennedy, and
also by Mr, Cromwell.

Mr. President, we cannot ignore this incident. The parents
of the boys who some think must die on foreign battlefields to
finish other people’s wars are going to hold us responsible if
we do not take appropriate action to correct a menacing situa-
tion.

The most deplorable fact about this matter is that even if
the documents published in the German White Paper are
branded as forgeries, or possibly proved to be forgeries, any
man can say, and many are already saying, that these inter-
views, or alleged interviews, sound very much like many things
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we have heard over the radio from many people in high office
from time to time. That cannot be denied.

For example, on October 5, 1937, the President made an
address in which he said:

The peace-loving nations must make a concerted effort in cppo-
sition to those violations of treaties and those ignorings of humane
irstincts which today are creating a state of international anarchy
and instability from which there is no escape through mere isolation
or neutrality.

That statement, Mr. President, was a clear and precise ex-
pression of opinion that the United States cannot escape in-
volvement in an European controversy through isolation or
neutrality,

The President said further, in the same speech:

There is a solidarity and an interdependence about the modern
world, both technically and morally, which makes it impossible for
any nation completely to isolate itself from economic and political

upheavals in the rest of the world, especially when such upheavals
appear to be spreading and not declining,

And again, the President said:

I am compelled and you are compelled, nevertheless, to look ahead.
The peace, the freedom, and the security of 90 percent of the popu-
lation of the world is being jeopardized by the remaining 10 percent
who are threatening a break-down of all internatianal order and law.
Surely the 90 percent who want to live in peace under law and in
accordance with moral standards which have received almost uni-
versal acceptance through the centuries, can and must find some
way to make their will prevail,

Now, Mr. President, although the Secretary of State has
repudiated any association with the policies which it is alleged
our diplomats sponsored in conversations, he cannot escape
the logical conclusions which must be drawn from a para-
graph in his letter of September 2, 1938, to the Foreign Min-
ister of Peru. Let me read what he said on that date:

Events in other parts of the world have emphasized recently the
extent to which some nations have wavered from the orderly and
friendly relations which should prevail between neighbors. The
nations of the world are faced with the issue of determining whether
relations shall be characterized by international anarchy and law-
lessness or by the principles of fair play, justice, and order under
law. No nation and no government can avoid the issue; neither can
any nation avoid participation, willing or not, in the responsibility
of determining whch course of action shall prevail.

Mr. President, there is an unfortunate misconception in
the minds of many people that the executive branch of the
Government has unlimited power to conduct the foreign rela-
tions of the United States as it sees fit. The fact of the mat-
ter is that the Constitution of the United States, by the first
section of article I, conferred all legislative powers upon the
Congress, which it decrees should consist of the Senate and
House of Representatives. The Constitution confers the sole
power on the Congress to declare war, in subsection 2 of sec-
tion 8 of article I. That tells the story. The Congress alone
has the power to involve the Nation in war. And note well
the final subsection of this section 8. Let me read it.

The Congress shall have power * * * To make all laws which
shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution the fore-
going powers, and all other powers vested by this Constitution in the
Government of the United States, or in any department or officer
thereof.

Mr. President, it is hardly necessary for me to pile proof
upon proof that the Congress is the master of all executive
agencies of this Government. But let me point out as a final
word on this particular point that the very fact that the Con-
stitution provides, in article II, section 2, that the President
shall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators
present concur, demonstrates conclusively our right to par-
ticipate in the conduct of the foreign relations of the United
States.

Mr. President, I take it that no one in this body will deny
that the Congress of the United States is the voice of the
people, subject only to the limitation that all powers not spe-
cifically delegated to the Federal Government are reserved to
the States and to the people.

The American people are jarred by the revelations in these
doeuments. As I have said before, unfortunately it is impossi-
ble to dissociate them, whether they be true or false, from
public pronouncements by many officials or the executive
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branch of our Government. The American people want to
keep out of war. The people want to be assured that neither
this administration nor any succeeding administration will
lead them into war by surreptitious engagements or otherwise.
We have the power, Mr. President, to give this reassurance.
I call upon my colleagues to join with me in the assertion of
our prerogative to control the destiny of the United States.

Now, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to intro-
duce a joint resolution, and ask that it be read by the
clerk.

There being no objection, the joint resolution (8. J. Res.
238) disclaiming intention of the Government to interfere
in international controversies or domestic concerns of Euro-
pean, Asiatic, or African powers, was read the first time
by its title, and the second time at length, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the Government of the United States dis-
claims any desire or intention to interfere in the international
controversies or domestic concerns of any European, Asiatic, or
African power, and will recognize the de facto government in con-
trol of any area therein located as the legitimate government of
that area, and will seek to promote friendly intercourse therewith,
provided such government respects the rights of American citi-
zens, observes good faith in its international relations, and refrains
from any attempt to extend its territory, system of government,
or political ideology to any portion of the Western Hemisphere.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, it is entirely unnecessary
for me to consume the time of this body to bring to its atten-
tion, or to the attention of the individual Members thereof,
the gravity of the situation which now exists, particularly
that pertaining to the United States of America, because for
several days headlines on the front pages of virtually every
newspaper in the United States have appeared over articles
relative thereto. In addition, I may add, there have been
innumerable editorials pertaining to the controversy which
is raging now as to the truth or falsity of the allegations
made by the German Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CHANDLER in the chair).
‘Without objection, the joint resolution will be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, the American people are
entitled to know, by way of record, by way of a congres-
sicnal inquiry, by way of statements made under oath, as to
whether or not the statements made by the German Gov-
ernment are to be believed, as to whether or not statements
made by the German Government are false or true.

In substantiation of the great amount of publicity that
this matter has been given, I ask to have printed in the
CongreESSIONAL REcorp, at this point, an article entitled
“United States Envoys' Activities Are Criminal, Nazis Say.”

Of course, the American pecple make denial of that state-
ment, but we make denial of it upon the assumption that no
representatives of ours would deal with or indulge in conver-
sations such as revealed by the White Book released by the
German Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The article is as follows:

[From the Washington Daily News of April 1, 1940]
UNITED STATES ENVOYS' ACTIVITIES ARE CRIMINAL, Nazis Say

BerLIN, April 1.—The Diplomatic and Political Correspondence,
German Foreign Office newspaper, which joined in an angry press
campaign, today said activities of American diplomatic representa-
tives in Europe, as alleged in an official White Book, had been
“dangerous and even criminal.”

“It is surprising, and even monstrous,” sald the publication,
“that official diplomatic representatives of a power which funda-
mentally since Washington and Monroe, has opposed interference
in the affairs of foreign countries were irresponsible enough to
stimuluate the danger of conflict between third powers.

“TRAGIC IN EFFECT

“Tragic in their effect are the reports of Polish diplomats to
Warsaw regarding the readiness of American diplomats, by inter-
vention in London, to close up existing gaps.

“The methods of these American amateur diplomats are all the
more inconcelvable since the neutrality laws of their country must
have told them that their actions were diametrically opposed to
the standpoint of their country.

“The willfullness of these representatives, which cannot be ex-
cused solely on the grounds of dilettantism, and which has caused
unending damages to Berlin in the past, remains a factor with
which forelgn nations, and also the American people, must reckon.”
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MORE HEADLINES

Newspapers continued to display sensationally the allegations
in the White Book which the foreign office pu ed as represent-
ing diplomatic papers found in Polish archives in Warsaw after
the German occupation.

Voelkischer Beobachter, official Nazl Party newspaper, centered
its attack on William C. Bullitt, American Ambassador to France.
On page 1 it printed an article with the headline: “Bullitt’s
shattered plan: War between Germany and Russia followed by
English, French, and American attack from the rear on weakened
Germany."”

Mr. REYNOLDS. In order that the situation may be clear
for those who do me the honor to listen and for the readers
of the ConGrEssioNaL Recorp, I ask that there be published
at this point in the REcorp a very excellent article from the
pen of W. A. Hildebrand, the Washington correspondent of
the Daily News of Greensboro, N. C., bearing date March 30,
1940. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The article is as follows:

REYNOLDS WILL Ask ProBE oF Nazi CHARGES
(By W. A. Hildebrand)

WasHINGTON, March 30 —Senator Roeert R. REYmorps, of North

Carolina, a member of the Foreign Relations Committee, and like-
wise active in the work of the Military Affairs Committee, was in
Paris last September 3 when at 11 o'clock in the forenoon Great
Britain declared war on Germany, the Polish affair having served
as the casus belli, and France issued mobilization orders a few hours
later.
Predicating his view on what he saw and heard upon that historic
occasion, Benator Revyworps is persuaded that, in fairness to the
American people, the current disclosures by the publishers of the
German White Book should be made the subject of a thorough and
prompt Senate investigation.

THOROUGH INQUIRY

Senator REYNoLps feels that this should be done, and a thorough-
going inquiry made without reference to the developments in Berlin,
where it is aeclared that another and more sensational chapter will
presently be made available which will establish beyond question
the accuracy and authenticity of the documents seized from Polish
foreign office files when the Germans entered Warsaw. According
to the alleged documentary evidence the American Ambassador to
France, Willlam E, Bullitt, and the Ambassador to England, Joseph
Eennedy, were gullty of what the Nazis call warmongering, that
Bullitt in particular encouraged Poland to refuse a settlement of the
Danzig and the Polish Corridor problems by peaceful negotiation,
and implied in frequent conversations that this country would par-
ticipate in any war that Great Britain and France might see fit
to start. Bullitt is now preparing to return to his Paris post, but
Benator REyworps thinks he should be required to remain here for
questioning by a Senate committee,

SHOULD BROADEN SCOPE

At the instance of Senator CrLark of Missouri, the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has reported out a resolution designed to insure
an inquiry into foreign propaganda, but Senator ReEvnorps thinks
the scope of this inquiry should be broadened to embrace an inquiry
relative to the activity of our own envoys that have been assigned
to foreign governments, Visitors who were, perforce, in Parls in the
early days of the war in as much excitement, and
heard as much talk in the American Embassy as was to be
observed in the French forelgn office. In Government circles they
were more diplomatic about it, but the men on the Parls streets were
soon convinced that Washington would join in a declaration of war
against Germany that it was found impossible to disabuse their
minds. Once more they have progressed to the point of referring to
us as Uncle Shylock, interested solely in the ideas of cash on the
barrel head; but they still want Uncle S8hylock to produce the money
and materials that Bullitt is said to have talked about. In today's
edition of the New York Times, Anne O'Hare McCormick, writing
from London, says American visitors to England “are immediately
struck by the growing irritation toward America, partly a reflex of
American irritation toward the British, but mostly from the
disappointment after widespread expectation that the United States
was sure to enter the war.”

FEARS INVOLVEMENT

Benator Reyworps found this widespread expectation, that this
country would be “sure” to enter the war, and he very greatly fears,
surveying events since his sojourn in Europe, that this country is,
in. point of fact, being drawn gradually but inexorably toward the
western front, or toward the Rhine, which some of our officials are
understood to regard as the American frontier.

Once the Hull reciprocal trade agreements extension resolution
is disposed of, Senator REynoLps expects to introduce his resolu-
tion to investigate at once the documentary evidence presented in
the German White Book, which purports to link the American
envoys in Paris and London to the events leading up to the war in
Europe. All the way through President Roosevelt was connected
with these disclosures by inference, and in any event there is a
feeling here that Secretary Hull has on his hands some more Crom-
well cases, which presumably call for more reprimands.
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Since Sumner Wells, the Undersecretary of State, has just re-
turned from Berlin, where he talked with Hitler and foreign office
officials, Senator ReynoLps thinks it would be in order to send an-
other man back there on a “fact-finding mission,” or that the
German Governnrent should be asked for proof of the White Book
cantents.

WOULD WIDEN DOCTRINE

Having made the investigation he will request, Senator Reynorps
thinks it would be wise to go further and by formal resolution
declare it to be the sense of the Senate that the Monroe Doctrine
should be given world-wide application. If this doctrine is to be
maintained for the Western Hemisphere, then Senator REyNoLDS
feels that the converse of this policy should be recognized, and that
we should once more heed the admonition of George Washington
to avoid foreign entanglements. Under such a policy other nations
would be granted the right to maintain Monroe Doctrines and
spheres of influence, all this being no concern of this Nation, what-
ever American envoys to foreign governments may think about it.

Senator REYNoLDs sald today that he had noted that the Cham-
berlain government is now asking the help of nations at least
nominally neutral not to aid in making the world safe for democ-
racy, but in an effort to establish a New World order, which ap-
pears to be a grandiose commercial or business affair, H. G. Wells,
the English historian, says it contemplates nothing more than an
attempt to keep intact the British and French Empires. But what-
ever the merits of the scheme, whether Wells and his liberal asso-
ciates, or the British Foreign Office, are right, Senator REYNOLDS
thinks this country should remain aloof from all this Old World
scheming, and from their never-ending conflict over territory, raw
materials, and the spoils of war generally.

The difficulties certain to attend the effort of the common people
of this country to keep out of the European conflict are perhaps
given additional emphasis by the disclosures of the German White
Book, disclosures which may influence the entire world situation
despite diplomatic denials. And then there is the circumstance
that the entire American economy is rapidly being geared to the
European war. A Franco-British coordinating committee is promis-
ing to spend a billion dollars for American-made bombers, dollar
exchange which might otherwise have been used, in part, in the
purchase of American-grown tobacco and fruits.

FisH WANTS PROBE—MIGHT ASK BULLITT IMPEACHMENT

WasHiNGTON, March 30.—Representative FisH, Republican, New
York, said tonight that he would demand a complete investigation
of the German White Book and would seek impeachment of Am-
bassador William C. Bullitt “if the facts warrant.”

In a radio address FisH said that President Roosevelt and Bullitt
owed the American people “a categorical and detailed answer” to
every charge made in the book.

It was no answer, he said, “to raise the hue and cry of ‘propa-
ganda’ or to sprinkle a few grains of salt on its tail.”

Asked about the charges at his press conference, President Roose~
velt suggested that all propaganda from Eurcpe be taken with
several grains of salt. Bullitt, the Ambassador to France, also
used the salt phrase in denying conversations attributed to him.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I ask that that be fol-
lowed by an admirable editorial which I observed yesterday
in the columns of the Washington (D. C.) Post, entitled “The
Element of Truth.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The editorial is as follows:

[From the Washington Post]
THE ELEMENT OF TRUTH

It would be pleasant to feel that the issue of the Polish diplomatic
documents, made public in Berlin, has been disposed of by Mr.
Hull's statement that he pays not "“the slightest credence"” to the
statements attributed to American diplomats therein.

Unfortunately, memory recalls that only a week ago Mr. Hull
found it necessary to rebuke our Minister to Canada for a speech
which contravened standing instructions to American diplomatic
officers, And there will be many who may be disposed to conclude
that where one political ambassador is indiscreet, others have been
the same.

It will be noticed that the German disclosures concentrate on
statements attributed to two noncareer diplomats. Ambassador
Bullitt denies their accuracy, and Ambassador Eennedy, who seems
less implicated, may be expected to do likewise. But the sad part
of the affair is that the excerpts so far published sound plausible.

And they sound plausible because Mr. Bullitt and Mr. Kennedy,
as personal appointees of the President, are known to be in a dif-
ferent category from that of our responsible career diplomats. Con-
sidering all the circumstances of their appointments, it would be
extraordinary if they did not to some extent regard themselves as
personal envoys of Mr. Roosevelt, owing allegiance to him, rather
than to the scrupulous regulations and carefully disciplined profes-
sional practice of the Department of State.

That is why there is something unsatisfactory in Secretary Hull's
insistence that “the statements alleged have not represented in
any way, at any time, the thought or the policy of the American
Government.”
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Undoubtedly that is the literal truth. But the whole truth musf
include suspicion that the alleged statements might well have repre-
sented the personal thought and policy of the President, as distinct
from that of the administration. And this, it will be noticed, is all
that the documents claim.

The German Government has accomplished a very subtle plece of
propaganda by the publication of these documents. And, false or
true, their effect is not to be minimized. The object, on the one
hand, is clearly to make the British and French people believe that
the United States egged them intoc war even though this country
had no intention of risking anything in the struggle. And, on the
other hand, the Nazis seek to persuade Americans, shortly prior to
the Presidential election, that the administration was willing to
take sides in the German-Polish quarrel in a way scarcely consistent
with complete neutrality.

There is just enough truth in both of these clever insinuations to
make them difficult to laugh off. And the propaganda which is
built on an element of truth is the really dangerous propaganda.
So it would be idle to pretend that Dr. Goebbels has failed to score,

As the subtlety of this propaganda is realized, its damage will be
repaired. But from this incident, as from that of the Cromwell
gpeech, a permanent moral stands clear., The sooner all our diplo-
matic posts are filled from the career service, the sooner there is a
final end to the custom of sending personal envoys of the President
to represent this country in foreign capitals, the better for the
welfare of the United States.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, in concluding let me say
that we all know that Mr., Sumner Welles, who was dis-
patched to Europe by the State Department, assumedly at
the request of the administration itself, for the purpose of
ascertaining the status of matters over there. has but re-
cently returned. The American people were greatly inter-
ested in knowing why such a mission was sent. We were
told by some officials, and some representatives of the press
stated, that he went there for the purpose of endeavoring
to bring about peace, which the whole world desires, but
later it was revealed that his mission, unfortunately, was
not for that purpose. Then it was said that he went there
for the purpose of suggesting to the warring nations of
the world a disarmament program after the war had ended,
and I then and many others were sorry that he had not
gone there for the purpose of making a suggestion that the
warring nations of the world disarm now before the slaugh-
ter began.

Mr. Welles has returned. The American people are ex-
tremely desirous of ascertaining from Mr., Welles person-
ally information as to where he went, with whom he talked,
when he talked, what he said, and what was said to him.
This is no time for secret diplomacy. If we must have a
house in Europe I insist that we have a glass house in order
that all may see and in order that all may know what is
in it.

I say that the seriousness of the situation calls for Mr,
Welles, through the State Department, or orally before the
Foreign Relations Committee, to make a statement in full
and candidly to the American people as to what he found
the situation to be, insofar as the American interests are
concerned, because the American people, particularly the
mothers, now are more concerned as to whether or not their
sons will be sent to bleed and die upon the fields of Europe
to save the British Empire than they are interested in any-
thing else,

Everywhere I have been in this country for the past sev-
eral months from time to time the American mothers are
saying that they hear the British are sending a million
young Frenchmen to their death to save the British Em-
pire, and the American mothers now want to know, and
demand to know, whether or not the United States is to
send its sons abroad to create a new order in world affairs,
because that is now the “come on” cry.

During the World War it was said we were to go over
there for the purpose of saving democracy, saving Chris-
tianity, and ending all war for all time, but the American
people, fortunately, have gotten wise to that, and the new
“come on” cry is “Join us, for there must be a new world
order.”

Mr. President, I say that the American people will not be
satisfied until they ascertain the truth or the falsity of the
statements which are being made by the Berlin Government;
and, therefore, while Mr. Bullitt is in this country I think
we should have the opportunity of directing inquiries to
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him under oath before the Foreign Relations Committee, or
some other committee, as to whether or not these statements
are true or false, in order that the American people—who
after all pay the taxes—and the American mothers—who
after all give of their blood—should know.

In that connection Mr. Welles, as I stated, should tell us
with whom he talked, and what they had to say. We want
no secret diplomacy now.

At this juncture and in conclusion, I ask to have printed
in the REcorp a telegram which I received from a gentleman
who lives in Glen Burnie, Md., which reads as follows:

GLEN BurmMiE, Mp., March 31, 1940.
Senator R. REYNOLDS,
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

My family and I are in complete accord with your attitude that
all facts in connection with Sumner Welles' European visit be made
publicly known at once, keeping in mind it is a Government for
the people, of the people, by the people. I ask if it is for the
good of the people the secrecy surrounding the past and present
activities of the administration in connection with foreign affairs,
Above all we must not become involved in war.

W. E. OSTERTAG.

In view of the fact that he says he has a family, I am
ready to assume that his good wife was more thoroughly
interested in that matter than many others who have no
sons who will be called upon to give their blood in the
future.

In connection with my resolution I ask that there be
printed in the REcorp part of page 402, all of page 403, and
part of page 404, a portion of the address of President Mon-
roe made on December 12, 1823, and there is one paragraph
which I should like to be provided the opportunity of reading
now, and then I shall have concluded:

Our policy in regard to Europe—

I said that I read this in connection with my resolution—

which was adopted at an early stage of the wars which have
so long agitated that quarter of the globe, nevertheless remains
the same, which is, not to interfere in the internal concerns of
any of its powers; to consider the government de facto as the
legitimate government for us; to cultivate friendly relations with
it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, firm, and manly
policy, meeting, in all instances, the just claims of every power,
submitting to injuries from none.

Mr. President, I ask that the portions of President Mon-
roe’s message of December 2, 1823, to which I referred, being
on page 402 to 404, be printed in the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The excerpt from President Monroe’s message is as fol-
lows:

It was stated at the commencement of the last session that a great
effort was then making in Spain and Portugal to improve the condi-
tion of the people of those countries and that it appeared to be
conducted with extraordinary moderation. It need scarcely be re-
marked that the result has been so far very different from what was
then anticipated. Of events in that quarter of the globe with
which we have so much intercourse and from which we derive our
origin we have always been anxious and interested spectators. The
citizens of the United States cherish sentiments the most friendly
in favor of the liberty and happiness of their fellow men on that
side of the Atlantic. In the wars of the European powers in mat-
ters relating to themselves we have never taken any part, nor does
it comport with our policy so to do. It is only when our rights
are invaded or seriously menaced that we resent injuries or make
preparation for our defense. With the movements in this hemi-
sphere we are, of necessity, more immediately connected, and by
causes which must be obvious to all enlightened and impartial
ohservers. The political system of the allled powers is essentially
different in this respect from that of America. This difference
proceeds from that which exists in their respective governments,
And to the defense of our own, which has been achieved by the loss
of so much blood and treasure, and matured by the wisdom of their
most enlightened citizens, and under which we have enjoyed unex-
ampled felicity, this whole Nation is devoted. We owe it, therefore,
to candor and to the amicable relations existing between the United
States and those powers, to declare that we should consider any
attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion of this
hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety. With the existing
colonies or dependencies of any European power we have not Inter-
fered and shall not interfere, But with the governments who have
declared their independence and maintained it, and whose inde-
pendence we have, on great consideration and on just prineciples,
ackowledged, we could not view any interposition for the purpose of
oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny,
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by any European power, in any other light than as the manifesta-
tion of an unfriendly disposition toward the United States. In the
war between these new governments and Spain we declared our
neutrality at the time of their recognition, and to this we have
adhered and shall continue to adhere, provided no change shall
occur which, in the judgment of the competent authorities of this
Government, shall make a corresponding change on the part of the
United States indispensable to their security.

The late events in Spain and show that Europe is still
unsettled. Of this important fact no stronger proof can be adduced
than that the allied powers should have thought it proper, on any
principle satisfactory to themselves, to have interposed by force in
the internal concerns of Spain. To what extent such interposition
may be carried, on the same principle, is a question in which all in-
dependent powers whose governments differ from theirs are inter-
ested, even those most remote, and surely none more so than the
United States. Our policy in regard to Europe, which was adopted
at an early stage of the wars which have so long agitated that quar-
ter of the globe, nevertheless remains the same, which is not to in-
terfere in the internal concerns of any of its powers; to consider the
government de facto as the legitimate government for us; to culti-
vate friendly relations with it, and to preserve those relations by a
frank, firm, and manly policy, meeting in all instances the just
claims of every power, submitting to injuries from none. But in
regard to these continents, circumstances are eminently and con-
spicuously different. It is impossible that the allied powers should
extend their political system to any portion of either continent
without endangering our peace and happiness; nor can anyone be-
lieve that our southern brethren, if left to themselves, would adopt
it of their own accord. It is equally impossible, therefore, that we
should behold such interposition in any form with indifference. If
we look to the comparative strength and resources of Spain and those
new governments, and their distance from each other, it must be
obvious that she can never subdue them. It is still the true policy
of the United States to leave the parties to themselves in the hope
that other powers will pursue the same course. (Pars. 48 and 49,
message of December 2, 1823.)

President Monroe's annual message, December 2, 1823, American
State Papers, Forelgn Relations, volumes 246, 250.

See President Monroe to Jefferson, December 1823, Fifteenth Pro-
ceedings of the Massachusetts Historical Soclety, January 1902,
411-412; Eighth American Historical Review (October 1802), 50. In
this letter President Monroe sald: “There is some danger that the
British Government, when it sees the part we have taken, may en-
deavor to throw the whole burden on us and profit, in case of such
interposition of the allied powers of her neutrality, at our expense.
But I think this would be impossible after what has passed on the
subject; besides, it does not follow from what has been said that
we should be bound to engage In the war in such event. Of this
intimations may be given, should it be necessary. A messenger
will depart for England with despatches for Mr. Rush in a few days,
who will go on to St. Petersburg with others to Mr. Middleton. And,
cansidering the crisis, it has occurred that a special mission, of the
first consideration from the country, directed to England in the first
instance, with power to attend any congress that may be convened
on the affairs of South America or Mexico might have the happiest
effect. You shall hear from me further on this subject.”

“The logical conclusion seems to be that the conception of the
Monroe Doctrine and much of its phraseology came from Adams and
that the share of Monroe did not extend beyond revision.” (Red-
daway, the Monroe Doctrine, 87.)

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ohio
yield to me for the purpose of incorporating certain matters
in the Recorp at this point?

Mr. TAFT. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. BYRNES. In connection with the statement as to
the White Book revelations by the Hitler government, and
the truth or untruth of these revelations, it is pertinent to
know the views of Hitler as to propaganda. I ask to read a
short paragraph from Mr. Hitler's book Mein Kampf. M.
Hitler in his book, in stating what should be the attitude of the
Government in discussing war guilt, said:

It was fundamentally wrong, when discussing the subject of war
gulilt, to suggest that Germany could be counted as partly respon-
sible for the outbreak of that catastrophe; the proper thing would
have been to lay the burden of it without cease upon the enemy,
even if this did not correspond with the true course of events, as
was nevertheless the actual fact. The masses are in no position to
distinguish where foreign illegality begins and our own ends.

I also ask to have included as part of my remarks the state-
ments of Hitler on the subject of war propaganda, which
appear in the unexpurgated edition of his bock Mein Kampf.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

What was least understood was the first prerequisite of any propa-
ganda activity whatever—a dellberately subjective, one-sided atti-
tude toward every question discussed. The sins in this direction at
the very beginning of the war and from the top down were such that

one was really justified in doubting whether such could
really all be ascribed to pure stupidity.
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What, for instance, would people say to a poster which was meant
to advertise a new soap, but which also described other soaps as
“good”? They would simply shake their heads.

But the same thing is true of political advertising. It is the task
of propaganda not, for instance, to assay the various causes but to
emphasize exclusively the one cause it represents. It must not
objectively explore any truth that favors the other side, and then
present it to the masses with doctrinaire honesty, but must per-
petually labor for its own truths.

It was a fundamental error to discuss guilt from the standpoint
that Germany could not be made solely responsible for the outbreak
of the catastrophe; the right way was to load the guilt solely upon
the enemy, even if this had not corresponded to the actual situation,
which in this case it really did.

L -
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But all the brilliance of presentation in the world will not lead to
the success of propaganda unless one fundamental principle is
always kept clearly in view. Propaganda must limit itself to saying
a very little, and this little it must keep forever repeating. Perse-
verance, here as so often in this world, is the first and most
important prerequisite for success.

In the field of propaganda we must never be guided by aesthetes
or the blasé—not by the former because the expression and form of
what was said would soon have drawing power only for literary tea
parties instead of being suited to the masses; the latter we must
anxiously shun because their own lack of emotional freshness is con-
stantly seeking new stimulants. These people are soon fed up with
anything; they want variety, and they cannot put themselves in the
place of their less surfeited fellow men, or even understand their
needs. They are always the first to criticize propaganda, or rather
its substance, which seems to them too old-fashioned, too stale, and
then again too outworn. They are always looking for something new,
seeking variety, and thus are the death of any effective political mass
recruiting. For as soon as organization and substance of any prop-
aganda begin to be made for these people’s needs, they lose any sort
of unity, and instead are altogether dissipated.

The purpose of propaganda is not to be a constant source of inter-
esting diversion for blasé little gentlemen, but to convince, and to
convince the masses. But they are so slow moving that it is always
some time before they are ready even to take notice of a thing, and
only thousandiold repetition of the simplest ideas will finally stick
in their minds.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wish to make a brief statement
of the reasons why I voted for the Pittman amendment and
intend to vote against the joint resolution extending the power
of the President to make reciprocal-trade agreements.

The act of June 12, 1934, which it is proposed to extend,
delegates to the President power to make foreign trade agree-
ments increasing or decreasing the existing tariff rates by
50 percent “whenever he finds as a fact that any existing
duties or other import restrictions of the United States or
any foreign country are unduly burdening and restricting the
foreign trade of the United States.”

This delegation is so broad that it affords no standard what-
ever for the new tariff rates which are to be fixed by the
President. If the President happens to approve the theory
of protection, the rates will be protective of American in-
dustry and agriculture, If the President happens to be a
free-trader, the rates may be made for revenue only and may
admit foreign products in competition with manufactured
products, with agricultural products, and with the products
of our mines and oil wells.

Whether or not the delegation of authority is so general
that the Supreme Court will hold it to be unconstitutional
may be open to question. However, it seems to me clear
that a Congress bound by the Constitution should not delegate
to the Executive the determination of the whole policy under-
lying our tariff. This is no theoretical objection. The act,
as passed and as proposed to be extended, would permif a free-
trade Secretary of State to destroy an American industry.
The Canadian agreement reducing the tariff on lumber, the
Venezuelan agreement reducing the tariff on oil, the Cuban
agreement reducing the tariff on sugar, the Canadian and
Mexican agreements reducing the tariff on Ilivestock, and
many others, have permitted foreign goods competing with
some of our major products fo be delivered in this country,
pay the tariff, and still undersell the same article produced in
the United States.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, TAFT. Surely.

Mr. BROWN. Did I correctly understand the Senator to
say that we have an agreement with Mexico?

Mr. TAFT. I think we have an agreement which at least
applies to Mexico, permitting the introduction of Mexican
livestock at a rate lower than the regular tariff duty.
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Mr. BROWN. I have listened very carefully to the various
hearings of the Finance Committee, and I am fairly certain
there is no trade agreement with Mexico.

Mr. TAFT. It may be that the Canadian treaty, through
the most-favored-nation clause, extends that privilege to
Mexico. I only know that when I was in Texas I met per-
sons who said they were actually buying Mexican cattle and
taking advantage of a treaty. I have not verified the fact.

Mr. BROWN. I am certain there is no agreement with
Mexico.

Mr. TAFT. Except for quotas, there would be little left
of some American industries. Obviously, to the extent that
the quota does not limit importation, American production
is decreased, and unemployment increased.

Since there does not seem to be the slightest intention on
the part of the administration to impose any standard of
protection in the joint resolution, I see no choice for anyone
who believes in the protection of American industry, mining,
and agriculture except to vote against the measure. Since
the administration refused to permit Congress to impose a
standard in advance of the making of treaties, I voted for
the Pittman amendment to reserve the right to approve the
treaties after they are made. I listened with interest to the
debate on the question whether or not the foreign trade
agreements provided for by the act are treaties and there-
fore must be subject to Senate ratification. Without passing
on that question, I voted for the Pittman amendment, be-
cause apparently it was the only possible amendment having
any chance of adoption which would limit the discretion now
given to the President and the Secretary of State.

I cast this vote with some reluctance, because I believe
Congress should delegate to an executive body, like the Tariff
Commission, power to fix the actual rates on different prod-
ucts after Congress itself has determined the main question
as to whether the United States shall adopt the policy of free
trade, or the policy of protection. The actual making of
tariffs by Congress has been an unsatisfactory process, and
in my opinion has produced some tariffs considerably higher
than were actually necessary for protection. Congress, as a
body, is almost as awkward when it comes to fixing tariff
rates, as in the case of railroad rates. I believe the power to
fix rates may be delegated, and that some constitutional
method may be worked out by which rate reductions will be
dependent on rate reductions being made by foreign countries
on American exports. I hope that if the joint resolution shall
fail, such a plan will be developed within thie limits of the
Constitution.

In accord with that idea, I am proposing an amendment to
the joint resolution providing that no foreign trade agree-
ment shall go into effect until the Tariff Commission shall
have filed a statement certifying that it will not reduce the
rate of duty on any article below an amount sufficient to
equalize the difference between the cost of such articles in
this country and abroad. The amendment further provides
that after the agreement is made it shall be published, and
the Tariff Commission shall hold public hearings on the spe-
cific rates proposed before making any certification. The
purpose of the amendment is to provide a definite standard
which the executive department must follow.

In my opinion, any delegation of authority must contain a
definite statement of the protective principle. This country
for years has adopted a policy of protection. It has built up
a higher wage scale than exists anywhere else in the world.
It has built up a higher standard of living. It is possible
that, in theory, free trade would produce a higher average
level of prosperity over the entire world; but certainly for the
time being it would tend to level down the country with the
highest standard of living. This is particularly true today,
when the rest of the world is impoverished by war, a condi-
tion likely to continue for many years, even after the war
shall end. It is particularly true today, when foreign cur-
rencies are constantly depreciating.

Conditions have also changed since the days when the free-
trade theory was approved by many economists. According
to that theory, our special ability in mass production would
maintain our standard of living without a tariff. But today,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

APRIL 1

when American machinery can be transferred to countries
where wages are only one-third of the wages in this country,
any advantage we have from quantity production very quickly
evaporates.

Many Senators and others are in favor of free trade in
theory, but whenever they run up against an actual case of
foreign competition with the products of their own State
they immediately demand protection. It at once becomes
clear to them that regardless of theory, the wages paid in
this country and the other costs are so much higher than
foreign wages and costs in many industries that the Ameri-
can product simply cannot successfully compete under free
trade. Free trade is a theory which no party in America
today can long carry out in practice. Our effort must be
to hold down the tariffi to the minimum which will afford
adequate protection, but will not create an embargo on
foreign imports.

I have heard much loose argument to the effect that the
tarifil is merely a subsidy for wealthy manufacturers. Of
course, this is untrue. It protects the products of our
mines, our forests, and our farms. It protects the American
wage level and the American standard of living. The Ameri-
can livestock industry, for instance, would be almost de-
stroyed if Argentine meat were freely admitted to this
country. Of course, the tariff tends to raise the price of
American products, but the greater part of that increase is
absorbed in increased wages and other costs. If the Depart-
ment of Justice does its job in enforcing competition—and I
think it is doing that job today—there will be just as much
competition behind the tariff wall as there would be if no
tariff existed; and that competition will keep prices as low
as they can be kept consistent with American costs of pro-
duction and American wages. It is true that the prices of a
limited number of farm products cannot benefit from a tariff
because they depend on a surplus production to be sold on
world markets, where they must take the world price. For
the limited number of products of this class, export sub-
sidies or other devices should serve the purpose of a tariff
if properly worked out.

In my opinion, therefore, Congress must declare the policy
of the United States to be one of protecting American pro-
ducers. The amendment which I have offered is intended .
to lay down a reasonable standard of protection, which I
believe should be adopted if any further extension of the
reciprocal trade treaty policy is to be granted.

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I intend to support the
amendment offered by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCaRr-
ran], which is similar to a resolution I introduced a year ago
on the same subject. It is not my intention to detain the
Senate with a long speech on this subject, as I stated my posi-
tion and the reasons therefor in the Senate last week.

I believe that when the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
was first considered in Congress it was the understanding and
intention that import excise taxes should not be disturbed. I
think Congress intended—certainly Congress should have in-
tended—to keep in its own hands control of the excise taxes.

I am making a plea to my colleagues today to support the
McCarran amendment in the interest of the independent oil
producers of Kansas and other Western States and in the
interest of the consumers of the Nation. The consumers’ pro-
tection against monopoly in the petroleum industry is the
independent producer. His ability to stay in business is
seriously jeopardized by imports of petroleum from Venezuela.
Congress finally realized the necessity of protection for the
petroleum industry in 1932 by providing an excise tax on
imports.

Whatever may have been the intention of Congress, last
December a trade agreement was negotiated with Venezuela
by which the protection afforded the independent producers
was cut in half.

This reduction threatens the stability of the petroleum in-
dustry in the midcontinent and west-coast fields. It is a
very serious threat to independent producers in those fields.
The reduction does not help Venezuela or Venezuelans, but it
does improve the opportunities for three large American oil
companies operating from Venezuela to work toward monopo-
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listic control of the Atlantic seaboard territory, squeeze the
independents out of this trade territory, and then apply the
squeeze over the rest of the Nation.

I desire to read to the Senate the following statements in a
letter to me from Russell B. Brown, representing the Inde-
pendent Petroleum Association of America.

Since the inclusion of the petroleum excise taxes in trade agree-

ments is being discussed in the Senate, I feel you are entitled to
know the position of the domestic petroleum industry.

Mr. Brown writes me.

Congress adopted these taxes by a nonpartisan vote, based on
economic and not political conditions. The independent oil men
do not wish to be drawn into any political dispute, but the im-
pending consequences of greatly increased imports resulting from
the reduction in these excise taxes through the Venezuelan trade
agreement are so serious that they feel compelled to present their
situation to you. They are doing this because Congress is the only
place left for such a presentation. They have previously tried to pre-
sent their case to the State Department. They have appealed to the
President. Their problem has nowhere received the consideration
necessary to correct the injury they have suffered through the Vene-
zuelan trade agreement.

Since the original adoption of the exclse taxes Congress has exer-
clsed a blennial supervision over them to observe their effect in
protecting the domestic petroleum industry from demoralization, in
preventing the occurrence of an oil monopoly, in maintaining and
promoting exploratory work and development work which adds to
the Nation’'s oil reserves, in encouraging competition, and in pro-
tecting the interests of the consumer. This blennial supervision
appears to be destroyed through the inclusion of these taxes In a
trade agreement.

Again I express the hope, Mr. President, that the McCarran
amendment will be adopted and that the power to deal with
the excise taxes on imports of petroleum, coal, copper, and
lumber will be retained in the hands of Congress.

Mr. WHITE. Mr, President, in the books may be foun
many definitions of reciprocity. In the 150 years of our na
tional life there have been many efforts to give effect to
reciprocity. The fisheries, shipping, trade arrangements,
and practices, and, in particular, customs duties, have come
within the scope of the principle as it has from time to time
been understood and sought to be applied. One could quote
almost interminably the writings and the utterances of our
public men and of students not in public life upon this
subject. I can see, however, no present advantage in so
doing. I think I am justified in broadly asserting that Re-
publicans have generally been the advocates of reciprocal
proposals and that Democrats have opposed the particular
efforts made in behalf thereof. It is important, however, to
make it clear that no responsible Republican ever heretofore
advocated reciprocity as now conceived and as now the sub-
ject of discussion, and that no Democrat before this hour ever
defended such surrender of congressional control of the tax-
ing power, such effort by the Senate to yield its rights and
evade and avoid its constitutional obligations as an essential
party to treaty making, or such a concentration of economic
and political power in the hands of the Executive as inhere
in the pending legislation.

Mr. President, I desire to place before the Senate and to
make known to the people of the State of Maine the fore-
most reasons which compel me to vote against this legislation.
So far as possible, I propose to avoid argumentative speech
and to limit myself to a statement almost in summary form
of the views I hold.

First of all, I conceive this legislation to be an attempt to
delegate authority to the President in disregard of constitu-
tional inhibition. Able lawyers in this body in their speeches
of recent days have confirmed me in this opinion. That there
are agreements not of the d!gnity of treaties I concede. That
these may be entered into without Senate ratification I
acknowledge. The President’s authority to negotiate and
conclude such arrangements is found in the Constitution and
in the nature of the Presidential office. Legislation by the
Congress is not needed to confer upon him the power to make
agreements of this kind with foreign nations, and it is equally
certain that legislation cannot confer upon him the power
to make agreements which are treaties, Neither the Senate
nor the Congress can give to the President the right to do
alone that which the Constitution says can only be done by
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the President by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate.

I doubt if these general propositions will be challenged.
The question, then, is in what class do these agreements of
which we speak properly fall? To my mind, the overwhelm-
ing weight of authority and of reason declare them to be
treaties. To my mind each and every one heretofore nego-
tiated is violative of the Constitution, and each and every
one hereafter negotiated will be evidence of further disregard
of our fundamental law and of the rights of the Senate of
the United States. Constitutional principles and democratic
principles are both flouted in order that practical ends, as
they are called, may be speedily attained.

Mr. President, I said a moment ago that if these arrange-
ments are not treaties, the President needed no legislative
act to authorize their negotiation. He had that power. Why,
then, were we asked to pass the 1934 act? There can be but
one answer, Clearly it was because the President wanted to
negotiate and conclude arrangements with foreign nations
which he did not otherwise have the power to consummate.
He wanted to make what were in their substance treaties
without the necessity of securing Senate advice and consent
evidenced by the concurrence of two-thirds of the Senate.
And it is equally certain that the Congress sought to confer
the right in order to free him from this Senate check upon
his unrestrained discretion and act. This request for au-
thority and this congressional action demonstrate to me at
least that the President asked, and that the Congress sought
to give to the President alone, a treaty-making power lodged
by the Constitution in the President and the Senate.

I still insist the Constitution may not be altered in such a
way.

Mr. President, I pass over other phases of the question as

'to the powers which Congress can delegate. My views coin-

cide closely with those of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AvusTin]. I wish to address myself briefly to the proposition
that, even were the 1934 Trade Agreements Act a lawful
grant of power, the act itself has been misinterpreted in one
important particular by those charged with its administra-
tion.

The act in question, for certain general purposes, gives to
the President “whenever he finds as a fact that any existing
duties or other import restrictions of the United States or
any foreign country are unduly burdening and restricting the
foreign trade of the United States and that the purpose
above declared will be promoted by the means hereinafter
specified,” authority from time to time—

First. To enter into foreign-trade agreements.

Second. To proclaim modifications of existing duties and
other import restrictions, and so forth, as are required or
are appropriate to carry out any foreign-trade agreement
which the President has entered into hereunder.

The act further provides that no proclamation shall be
made increasing or decreasing by more than 50 percent any
existing rate of duty or transferring any article between the
dutiable and free lists.

Now, Mr. President, I assert as incontrovertible that the
President may negotiate a trade agreement under this act
only when two situations exist. He may act only if and when
he has found that an existing duty or other existing import
restriction unduly burdens and restricts the foreign trade of
the United States, and if and when he has found that his
action will promote the general purposes declared by section
350 (a).

This language, and the whole spirit of the aet, make clear
that Presidential intervention is justified only if existing
duties or other import restrictions are burdening our foreign
trade. The provision of the act prohibiting the transfer of
any article from the free list to the dutiable list but further
emphasizes the stubborn fact that the theory underlying this
legislation was and is that existing duties may unduly burden
our commerce, and that when they do they may be lessened
in their weight by the permitted reduction. But when was
it ever before asserted by those on the majority side that free
entry of an article unduly burdened our foreign trade?
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When was it ever before urged that an existing duty or im-
port restriction burdened the foreign trade of this country
when in fact there was no duty at all and no restriction at all
upon the commodity dealt with? If it be now asserted that
the free entry of an article does constitute a restriction bur-
dening our foreign trade, what can be the justification for
permitting the President to bind that free entry for a term
of years, thus perpetuating the alleged restriction and
burden?

The act proposed to be extended gives the President juris-
diction over an article only when a duty or a restriction upon
its movement burdens the trade of this country. There is
no such duty and there is no such restriction when the article
enters this country free of duty. There can, therefore, be no
Presidential jurisdiction over it. The basic conception of
this legislation is that a duty may be burdensome and re-
strictive, and that in such case and upon such a finding the
President may afford relief through a negotiated treaty. To
find that free entry constitutes such a burden as to give the
President jurisdiction, and then to bind this article so bur-
dening our trade upon the free list, is a contradiction and an
absurdity.

Mr. President, it was never believed that the presence of
an article on the free list, with no quota or other limitation
upon its unrestricted flow, would be held to be a restrictive
burden upon our foreign trade. Other charges have been
leveled at the presence of a particular commodity upon the
free list, but this contention is new to our political thought.

I contend that the President cannot, with proper regard
for the act and for fact, assume jurisdiction over the free list
and bind thereon hundreds of articles and things. The Cana-
dian treaty alone has bound upon the free list some 22 or
23 commodities now imported into this country in intensified
competition with the products of my own State. I assert
this to be wholly unwarranted by the legislation before us.

Considerations other than those of a legal nature impel me
to oppose this legislation. I am against placing in the con-
trol of a single man such power as the act gives to affect for
good or ill the economie, the agricultural, the industrial, and
the social life of our people.

This legislation as it is interpreted gives to the President
power to favor one section of our country to the prejudice of
-another; to build one industry upon the ruins of another;
to profit one class of workers at the loss of another class; to
sacrifice industry to agriculture, or to advance the cause of
industry at the cost of agriculture. I am against the lodg-
ment of such powers in any one man.

I oppose this legislation further because I believe it to be
part of a general assault upon the protective system, an as-
sault which has already done harm to agriculture and par-
ticular branches of industry, and which, if persisted in and
pressed to the point to which its advocates would extend it,
must do untold injury to American agriculture and industry
and must level down American standards of wage and life to
those of other nations. I have seen life in too many countries
of the world to welcome such results for America. Already
over a thousand tariff rates have been lowered. Unless this
tendency is checked, we shall soon be upon the lowest tariff
basis in at least a half century. I am not ready to contribute
to this disaster.

In particular, I shall vote against this joint resolution be-
cause of the impact of the treaties negotiated thereunder upon
the State of Maine, its interests, and its people. In greater
degree than any other State, Maine is surrounded by Canada.
Almost every product of the farm, the forests, and the waters
of my State is likewise produced by the farm, the forests, and
the waters of Canada. Hardly a concession could be made
to the products of eastern Canada except at the cost of a
product of Maine. By the Canadian treaty the duties were
reduced upon butter and eggs, cheese, milk, cream, apples,
potatoes, livestock and hay, upon lumber and timber, upon
pulp and pulpwood, upon fish found in our coastal waters and
the products thereof, and upon many other articles and things
produced in Maine, or these products were frozen upon the
free list beyond the reach of remedial efforts. I venture the
assertion that a larger percentage of the products of my State
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has been adversely affected by the exercise of this tariff-
making power than in the case of any other State. The
knowledge that they have been offered up as a vicarious sacri-
fice to the interests of some other part of the United States,
that some other industry elsewhere may be benefited by their
new hardships, neither clothes nor feeds nor houses the people
of Maine.

I should do violence to my convictions that this legislation
is unconstitutional; that it confers dangerous powers upon a
single man; that it threatens the well-being of our country;
and particularly that it prejudices the interests and people of
my own State, and that the exercise of the powers claimed
to be conferred is more liable to lead to international discord
than to international understanding and peace, if I did not
by my voice and vote register my disapproval of the pending
measure.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. WHITE. I do.

Mr. AUSTIN. I have listened with great admiration to the
illuminating address of the Senator from Maine. His allusion
to the fixing on the free list of a large number of items which
interest the State of Maine and which also interest the State
of Vermont moves me to ask him a question which I think is
the test of the soundness of the act. To reduce the matter to
the most absurd form, assume that there is only one item
which is fixed on the free list for the period of 3 years and 6
months, the duration of the agreement; what has been done
to the legislative power of Congress during that period of 3
years and 6 months?

““f Mr. WHITE. Of course, in the case stated by the Senator

rom Vermont, Congress has been deprived of the power to
deal with that article, and if these arrangements have validity
and are constitutional, we have entered into a solemn cove-
nant with another nation that we will not touch that article
during the life of the agreement.

Mr. AUSTIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri obtained the ficor.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Missouri yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. When I asked the Senator from Missouri to
yield I did not observe the presence of the distinguished Sen=
ator from Mississippi, who has charge of the joint resolution.

Mr,. HARRISON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Missouri yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do.

Mr. HARRISON. Several Senators will be necessarily ab-
sent this afternoon, or within a few moments. It is apparent
to everyone that it will be at least 5 o’clock, or nearly that
hour, before we can reach a vote on the pending amendment.
It would greatly inconvenience at least two Senators for
debate to be prolonged that long, with a vote at that time.
I therefore ask unanimous consent that on the pending
amendment or any substitute for it, beginning immediately
after the approval of the Journal tomorrow, debate be lim-
ited to 10 minutes for any individual Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Missis-
sippi asks unanimous consent that when the Senate recon-
venes tomorrow debate on the pending amendment or any
substitute therefor be limited to 10 minutes for each Senator.
Is there objection?

Mr. McNARY. I think that is perfectly agreeable.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, just a minute,
please. As I understand, a 10-minute limitation is asked for
on this amendment or any other amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; merely on the pending
amendment, or any substitute for it.

Mr, HARRISON. I ask for no limitation on debate on the
joint resolution generally, or on any other amendment, but
merely for a 10-minute limitation upon debate by any indi-
vidual Senator on this amendment.
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. We had better have the
author of the amendment present before any agreement on
the subject is made. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield for that purpose?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Donahey Lee Schwellenbach
Ashurst Downey Lodge Sheppard
Austin Ellender Lucas Shipstead
Balley Frazier Lundeen Smathers
Bankhead Gecrge McCarran Smith
Barbour Gerry McKellar Stewart
Barkley Gibson McNary Taft

Bllbo Gillette Maloney Thomas, Idaho
Bone Gless Mead Thomas, Okla
Bridges Green Miller Thomas, Utah
Brown Gurney Minton Tobey

Bulow Hale Murray Townsend
Byrd Harrison Norris Truman
Byrnes Hatch Nye Tydings
Capper Hayden O'Mahoney Vandenberg
Caraway Herring Overton Van Nuys
Chandler Ho'man Pepper Wagner
Chavez Holt Pittman Walsh

Clark, Idaho Hughes Radcliffe White

C’ark, Mo. Johnson, Calif, Reed Wiley
Connally Johnson, Colo. Reynolds

Danaher King Russell

Davis La Follette Schwartz

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-nine Senators hav-
ing answered to the roll call, a quorum is present. The
Senator from Missouri has the floor, and he has yielded to
the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I again make the request,
as the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarraN] is in the Cham-
ber now, that after 12 o’clock tomorrow no individual Senator
may speak longer than 10 minutes on the pending amend-
ment, or any amendment thereto, or substitute therefor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, reserving the right to
object, I respectfully suggest that we compromise the matter
by making the limitation 20 minutes on the amendment or
any substitute therefor. I think the Senator from Mississippi
will probably be agreeably surprised at the shortness of the
debate.

Mr. HARRISON. I think we can get through very quickly.
May I suggest a compromise of 15 minutes?

Mr. McCARRAN. I prefer my compromise.

Mr. HARRISON. I agree to the Senator’s suggestion.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from EKentucky?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BAREKLEY. Does the Senator mean by his request
that during the further consideration of the pending amend-
ment debate shall be limited to 20 minutes on the amend-
ment and on the joint resolution?

Mr. HARRISON. No; I saw that there would be very
viclent objection to that.

Mr. McNARY. I stated that I would object to any limita-
tion of debate on the joint resolution——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. I have stated that I would object to any
limitation of debate on the joint resolution or any other
amendment save the one under consideration at this time.

Mr. McCARRAN. My understanding is that the request is
as to the pending amendment.

Mr. McNARY. Yes.

Mr. McCARRAN. That commencing tomorrow at 12
o’clock no Senator may speak longer than 20 minutes on the
pending amendment or any substitute therefor. Is that the
understanding?

Mr. HARRISON. I had hoped to make the time 15 min-
utes, but I accept the suggestion of the Senator from Nevada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Missis-
sippi modifies his request. Is there objection to the request as
modified? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, before I begin
the brief remarks which I wish to make directly to the
amendment proposed by the junior Senator from Nevada [Mr.
McCarraN], I desire to make a few remarks which it had been
my hope to make on Friday last before the amendment offered
by the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr, Prrrman] was voted
upon.

The contention advanced in the debate on the amendment
of the senior Senator from Nevada that under the Constitu-
tion of the United States ratification by two-thirds of the
Senate of the United States was necessary for the validity
of the trade agreements, in other words, argument to the
effect that the trade agreements were in fact treaties and as
such must necessarily, under the Constitution, be considered
as treaties and accordingly submitted to the Senate for rati-
fication, was so completely answered and so devastatingly
dealt with by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georcel that I
would not presume to retrace in any degree whatever the
arguments which were made by the Senator from Georgia
in his masterly address. In my opinion, no man who ever
sat in this body has had a clearer legal mind and more lucid
power of expression on legal and constitutional questions than
the Senator from Georgia, and it seems to me that in that
respect his argument ugon the pending measure was and will
remain unanswerable.

Not by way of enlarging upon the argument of the Senator
from Georgia, but merely to add another set of records which
the Senator from Georgia did not have the opportunity to
consider, I desire to call attention to certain facts with regard
to the trade agreements provided for in section 3 of the Tariff
Act of 1897, generally known as the Dingley Act.

A great deal of emphasis was placed by the senior Senator
from Nevada on his allegation that the agreements concluded
under section 3 of the act of 1897 were merely temporary
modi vivendi, which could be terminated at any time by either
party to such an agreement. On the other hand, he stated,
the agreements under the present Trade Agreements Act are
treaties, since they run for periods of 3 years.

Mr. President, first it is important to note that the Trade
Agreements Act is in fact definifely more restrictive with
respect to the duration of agreements than was section 3 of
the Dingley Act, which made no provision whatever and con-
tained no limitation whatever with respect to the duration of
the agreements therein authorized. On the other hand, and
in direct contrast, the present Trade Agreements Act, the
extension of which is the question now pending before the
Senate, limits the maximum original term of any agreement
to 3 years, but it does not require or contemplate that these
agreements shall necessarily be for terms of 3 years. More-
over, after the maximum initial period of the trade agree-
ments of 3 years, the agreements are terminable under the
terms of the act on not more than 6 months’ notice. This
further limitation was not in the act of 1897. In fact, as is
shown by the table which I propose to append to these re-
marks, a substantial number of the trade agreements made
under the present act were made-for initial periods of less
than the maximum period of 3 years. Several of them, in
fact, were originally terminable upon 6 months’ notice.

The table also shows that as of today some 15 agreements
out of the 20 agreements still in effect are now terminable
upon not more than 6 months' notice, since their original
terms have now expired.

The appended memorandum summarizing the terms of
the 15 agreements concluded under section 3 of the Dingley
Tariff Act of 1897 shows that at least two of the agree-
ments were for longer terms than those permitted by the
present Trade Agreements Act. The agreement with Por-
tugal under the Dingley Act was for a term of 5 years, and
thereafter was only terminable after 1 year’s notice. The
agreement with Italy was for a period of approximately 3%
years, and thereafter was terminable upon not less than 1
year's notice.

In the case of several agreements the term was indefi-
nite, for example, the French agreement, which was signed
on May 28, 1898, and which was apparently terminated only
by the Tariff Act of 1909, 11 years later. If may be noted
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in this connection that there was quite a diplomatic dis-
pute with France with respect to our right to terminate
an agreement within an indefinite term. These indefinite
agreements were thus much less limited than in the case of
the trade agreements entered into under the present law,
which are for specified short terms. It may further be
noted that many of these agreements were embraced in
formal documents, and not consummated by a mere ex-
change of notes.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BROWN. I have been somewhat disturbed in regard
to the question of termination to which the Senator from
Missouri is now addressing himself. Does the Senator think
there is any authority left in the Congress itself to terminate
a trade agreement, or is that authority entirely in the
executive department of the Government?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will say to the Senator I
think the agreements could be terminated by act of Congress.

Mr. BROWN. By what method could Congress terminate
an agreement? The repeal of the law would not operate
to that effect.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I assume it would require an
affirmative act of Congress directing the President o termi-
nate the notice, which would, in my opinion, be within the
jurisdiction of Congress. Of course, it would require the
signature of the President.

Mr. BROWN. The Senator recognizes that against an
unwilling Executive it would mean that a two-thirds vote
of the Senate and of the House would be required to bring
about termination of the agreement?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is unquestionably true,
as it is true in regard to every other law upon the statute
books. The same argument was made in regard to the
reorganization bill, and the same argument is made and is
applicable to every other grant of power to the President
of the United States.

Mr. BROWN. Looking at the other side of the contro-
versy, because I am not partisan with respect to this matter
at all, it seems to me that we are going quite far when we
say to the Executive, “You can tie up this matter for any
length of time you desire.” The treaties are for 3 years—
“agreements” is a better word—the agreements are for 3
years, and for a period thereafter until the President gives
6 months’ notice of termination.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, the point to which
I was addressing myself was a comparison of the powers
granted under the Trade Agreements Act and under the act
of 1897, in response to what was said in the debate last week
by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PirTman], and I was point-
ing out that the powers as to duration of time—the powers
under the act of 1897 were much more extensive than under
this act, and in one case which I cited, the agreement with
France, was absolutely indefinite as to time, and was only
terminated in fact by the passage of an act by Congress, to
with the Payne-Aldrich Tariff Act.

Mr. BROWN. The other feature to which I should like
the Senator to put his mind is this——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I shall be glad to
put my mind to things which may interest the Senator from
Michigan when I shall have concluded the matter concerning
which I am trying to address to the Senate. I shall be glad
to discuss that question or any other question at that time,
but I should like to continue my statement, and then take
up what the Senator has in mind a little later.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr,. President, will the Senator
yield, so that I may place something in the Recorp in answer
to the first question asked by the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am glad to yield to the Senator
from Washington for that purpose.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. 1 recall to the memory of the
Senator from Michigan the citation which I placed in the
Recorp last Friday, the case of Van Der Weyde v. Ocean
Transport Co., Ltd., et al. (297 U. S. 114), in which the precise
question of the direction by Congress to the President either

to abrogate or to modify a treaty was made in section 16 of
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the Seamen’s Act of March 4, 1915, and in this opinion, which
was written by Chief Justice Hughes, the Supreme Court said:

As to the third point, we think that the question as to the author-
ity of the Executive in the absence of congressional action, or of
action by the treaty-making power, to denounce a treaty of the
United States is not here involved. In this instance the Congress
requested and directed the President to give notice of the termina-
tion of the treaty provisions in conflict with the act. From every
point of view, it was incumbent upon the President, charged with
the conduct of negotiations with foreign governments and also with
the duty to take care that the laws of the United States are faith-
fully executed, to reach a conclusion as to the inconsistency between
the provisions of the treaty and the provisions of the new law.

In other words, the Supreme Court very definitely said that
when the Congress authorized and directed the President to
take a certain action in reference to treaties which were in
effect there was a responsibility upon the President, since he
did have imposed on him the duty to take care that the laws
of the United States are faithfully executed, to carry out that
direction of the Congress, and to reserve, modify, or to abro-
gate a treaty as Congress directed.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, in regard to the
other question of the Senator from Michigan, I hope the Sen-
ator from Michigan did not think I had the slightest intention
of being discourteous when I suggested that I should like to
continue with my remarks.

Mr. BROWN. Not at all.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I agree with the Senator from
Michigan, of course, that so far as changing this situation by
an act of Congress is concerned, it would necessarily, in case
of veto by the President, take a two-thirds vote of each branch
of the Congress to effectuate such a change. That would be
equally true, however, if the agreements were considered as
treaties and ratified by a two-thirds vote of the Senate. That
situation would not in the slightest degree be affected by the
question of whether these instruments are agreements or
treaties.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. In that connection, it has geen generally
conceded here that Congress may by an act abrogate a treaty
which has been ratified by a two-thirds vote of the Senate.
Inasmuch as these agreements do not rise to the dignity of a
treaty, of course, we should be bound to concede that the
same sort of action would affect one of these agreements that
would affect a treaty which had been ratified by two-thirds
vote.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BROWN. That is one point that deeply concerns me.
Does the Senator from Missouri agree with the Senator from
Kentucky that by a concurrent resolution the Senate and the
House could abrogate a trade agreement?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I did not understand the Sena-
tor from Kentucky to say that. He said an act of Congress,
which could not be a concurrent resolution. It would require
either a joint resolution or a bill, which would have to be
signed by the President.

Mr. BROWN. That comes back to the point that against
an unwilling Executive, an Executive who had vetoed the
bill or joint resolution, it would take a two-thirds vote of
the House and Senate to abrogate the measure.

Mr. CLAREK of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. And that would be true as to any law
that Congress desired to repeal, if the President vetoed it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is true with regard to the
provisions of the Smoot-Hawley Act or any other law.
Under the provisions of the Smoot-Hawley Act, Congress
granted the President authority to raise or lower rates 59
percent. As against an unwilling Executive, that could be
changed only by an act of Congress by a two-thirds vote of
each body. So, it seems fo me, the situation would be
precisely the same.

Mr. BROWN. No; I think there is a difference. In the
case of the Smoot-Hawley Act or any other legislation, we
enact the legislation. We determine what the rates are.
In this case, we pass on to the President the right to enter
into trade agreements. We do not know what they are going
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to be; we do not know what their contents will be; we do
not know what the rates will be. If we are entirely dissatis-
fled with the rates, as we may be, we put ourselves in such
a position that it would take two-thirds of the Senate and
the House to abrogate the agreement.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, Congress passed
an act giving the Interstate Commerce Commission authority
to fix railroad rates. If the Interstate Commerce Commission
fixes some railroad rates that Congress does not like, what
can Congress do about it? Congress cannot do anything ex-
cept to pass an act either exercising its legislative functions
of changing those rates or ending the authority of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission to fix rates; and if the President
of the United States does not like that act of Congress, and
sees fit to veto it, the same situation exists; that is, it takes
two-thirds of each House to override the veto.

Mr. BROWN. The cases are not parallel at all. In the
case of the Interstate Commerce Commission, we grant it
certain authority to fix rates. It is not a body that has the
power to veto an act of Congress. The President of the
United States has that right. But in the case of the trade
agreements we are granting authority to the President, who
happens to be the governmental official who has the power
of veto, which does not exist in the case of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think that is a distinction of
fact without any distinction of law, if I may be pardoned for
saying so.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator again
yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. A while ago the Senator from Michigan
stated that in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act the rates were
fixed, or that in a resolution we might pass we could fix the
rates, whereas in this particular resolution the rates are not
fixed. I think they must be considered as having been al-
ready fixed by law. They are in the Smoot-Hawley Act.

Mr., CLARK of Missouri., Just as much so as in the case
of the provisions of the flexible-tariff measure.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; just as we set out in the act of
1934 what the rates would be, but authorized the President
to modify them 50 percent up or down by trade agreements.
Under the Hawley-Smoot Act and previous acts the Presi-
dent, on the advice and recommendation of the Tariff Com-
mission, could raise or lower the rates within the limitation
of 50 percent. So I think, for all intents and purposes, we
may consider that the present law is based on the acknowl-
edged fact that the rates have already been fixed by Con-
gress, and they are just as effective as if they were carried in
this law, and the President is authorized to change them
by 50 percent, up or down, and no more. So we really do
not get away from the situation fixed in the act in which the
Tariff Commission was established and in which the President
was authorized to fix the rates.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I now ask unani-
mous consent to insert at this point in my remarks a table
showing the trade agreements in force as of March 1, 1940,
the country with which the agreement has been made, the
date signed, the date effective, the initial term of duration,
and the date at which the agreement may be terminated by
6 months’ notice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The table referred to is as follows:

Trade agreements in force Mar. 1, 1940

Agreement
minted ate
5 m r
Country | Datesigned | Date effective| 173l termof e folowing
on
months’ prior
notice ¢
Belgium__ ... Feb. 27,1935 | May 11,1935 | Until 6monthsafter
;:ictice of termina-
on,
Branlls o Co Feb. 2,1035 ' Jam. 1,1936 | 2years..._._._____._ Dec. 81,1937
1 A1l of thege agrecments (except that with Faitl) are subject to modification or ter
mination on short notice under special contingencies stipulated therein, L e., the

“gscape clauses.”
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Trade agreements in force Mar. 1, 1940—Continued
Agreement
it egiae
f minated al
Country Date signed | Date effective miémﬁg? of the following
date on 6
months' prior
notice
Nov. 17,1938 | Jan. 1,1930 | Approximately 3 | Nov. 25 1041
¥ears,
Sept. 13,1935 | May 20,1936 May 10,1938
Nov. 28,1936 | Aug. 2, 1937 Aug, 1,1040
Aug. 24,1934 | Bept. 3,1934 Bept. 2,1937
Aug. 6,1838 | Oct. 23,1938 | Until 6 monthsafter
é}ntlee of termina-
on,
May 18,1036 | Nov. 2, 1036 | 3years._........_._.| Now. 1,1039
May 6, 1936 | June 15 1936 | Until July 1, 1937.__. | June 30, 1937
A{m 24,1936 |_____do.._......| 3years J
Mar. 28 1935 | June 83,1985 (... do .. 2,
Dec, 18,1935 | Mar. 2,1936 | 1 year. __
¢ --| Dee. 20,1935 | Feb. 1,1936 | Until Jan
Nicaragua ?._._| Mar. 11,1936 | Oct. 11,1938 | 3 years_._.
Balvador.___.__| Feb. 19,1087 | May 31,1987 |.___.do..._. —_ = 5
Sweden......__ May 25,1935 | Aug. 5,1935 |-... do 4,18
Sy'{tzerlauq.__. Jan. 98,1936 | Feb. 15,1936 | Until Feb. 14, 1930__| Feb. 13,1930
LE:JI;;{! King- | Nov. 17,1938 | Jan. 1,1839 | Until Dec. 31, 1941_.| Dec. 30, 1841
Turkey._......| Apr. 1,1939 | May 51930 . 81,1041
Venezuela. ... Nov. 86,1939 | Dec. 16,1939 . 15,1942
2 The duty in this agr t were terminated by mutnal consent

efTective Mar. 10, 1938,
3 The Government of either country may terminate this apreement at the end of
1039, 1040, or 1941 on 2 months’ writien notiee, but if it is rot so terminated it shall
continue in foree indefinitely subject to 6 months® prior notice.
4 The agreement will eome definitively into force after ratification by Venezuela for
an initial term ending Dee. 15, 1942. Pending ratification, the substantive provisions
of the agreement were made provisionally effective for a year from Dee. 16, 1939,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I also ask unanimous consent to
insert in the Recorp at this point, as part of my remarks, a
table giving the summary of the 15 executive agreements con-
cluded under section 3 of the Dingley Tariff Act of 1897, in
connection with which I direct particular attention to the
agreements with Portugal, Italy, and France, as I mentioned
a moment ago; also, a summary of the 12 executive agree-
ments entered into under section 3 of the McKinley Tariff
Act of 1890, which conveyed similar powers and in which the
result of the statute was similar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

FIFTEEN EXECUTIVE AGREEMENTS CoONCLUDED UNDER SECTION 3 OF THE
DincLEY TARIFF AcT OF 1897 (30 Srtar. 151, 203)

I. NOTE

The texts of all but two of these agreements appear in Malloy,
Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, Protocols, and Agree-
ments Between the United States and Other Powers at the pages
cited hereafter, The references to the texts of the other two
agreements are given in the list of agreements which appears under
part III. Except where noted under part III, the agreements were
in the form of a formal international document reciting the au-
thority of the signatories and, in most cases, the purposes of the
agreement, as well as the particular concessions granted. In each
case, of course, the concessions granted by the United States were
limited to those authorized by section 3 of the Tariff Act of 1897.
Consequently, in the summary of the agreements contained in
part III, the concessions granted by the United States have, in most
cases, not been specified.

II. SUMMARY OF SECTION 3 OF THE DINGLEY TARIFF ACT OF 1897

“That for the purpose of equalizing the trade of the United
States with foreign countries, and their colonies, producing and
exporting to this country the following articles: Argols, or crude
tartar, or wine lees, crude; brandies, or other spirits manufactured
or distilled from grain or other materials; champagne and all other
sparkling wines; still wines, and vermouth; paintings and statuary;
or any of them, the President be, and he is hereby, authorized,
as soon as may be after the passage of this act and from time to
time thereafter, to enter into negotiations with the governments of
those countries exporting to the United States the above-men-
tioned articles, or any of them, with a view to the arrangement
of commercial agreements in which reciprocal and equivalent con-
cessions may be secured in favor of the products and manufac-
turers of the United States; and whenever the government of any
country, or colony, producing and exporting to the United States
the above-mentioned articles, or any of them, shall enter into a
commercial agreement with the United States, or make concessions
in favor of the products, or manufactures thereof, which, in the
Jjudgment of the President, shall be reciprocal and equivalent, he
shall be, and he is hereby, authorized and empowered to suspend,
during the time of such agreement or concession, by proclamation
to that effect, the Imposition and collection of the duties men-
tioned in this act, on such article or articles so exported to the
United States from such country or colony, and thereupon and
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thereafter the duties levied, collected, and paid upon such article
or articles shall be as follows, namely:"

(The following is paraphrased.)

18, or crude tartar, or wine lees, crude: 5 percent ad valorem.

Brandies, or other manufactured or distilled spirits: $1.756 per
proof gallon.

Champagne and all other sparkling wines: In bottles containing
from 1 pint to 1 quart, $6 per dozen; in bottles containing from
one-half pint to 1 pint, 3 per dozen; in bottles containing one-
half pint or less, $1.50 per dozen; in bhottles or vessels containing
more than 1 guart, in addition to $6 per dozen bottles, on the
quantities in excess of 1 quart at the rate of $1.90 per gallon.

Still wines and vermouth: In casks, 35 cents per gallon; in bottles
or jugs, per case of 1 dozen each containing from 1 pint to 1 quart,
or 24 bottles or jugs containing not more than 1 pint, $1.25 per
case; and any excess beyond these quantities found in such bot-
tles or jugs, 4 cents per pint or fractional part thereof.

Paintings in oil or water colors, pastels, pen-and-ink drawings,
and statuary: 15 percent ad valorem.

“The President shall have power, and it shall be his duty, whenever
he shall be satisfied that any such agreement in the section men-
tioned is not being fully executed by the government with which it
shall have been made, to revoke such suspension and notify such
government thereof.

“And it is further provided that with a view to secure reciprocal
trade with countries producing the following articles, whenever and
g0 often as the President shall be satisfied that the government of
any country, or any colony of such government, producing and
exporting directly or indirectly to the United Btates coffee, tea, and
tonquin, tonqua, or tonka beans, and vanilla beans, or any of such
articles, imposes duties or other exactions upon the agricultural,
manufactured, or other products of the United States, which, in
view of the introduction of such coffee, tea, and tonquin, tonqua, or
tonka beans, and vanilla beans into the United States as in this act
hereinbefore provided for, he may deem to be reciprocally unequal
and unreasonable, he shall have the power and it shall be his duty
to suspend by proclamation to that effect the provisions of this act
relating to the free introduction of such coffee, tea, and tonquin,
tonqua, or tonka beans, and vanilla beans, of the products of such
country or colony, for such time as he shall deem just; and in such
case and during such suspension dutles shall be levied, collected, and
paid upon coffee, tea, and tonquin, tonqua, or tonka beans, and
vanilla beans, the products or exports, direct or indirect, from such
designated country, as follows:

“On coffee, 3 cents per pound.

“On tea, 10 cents per pound.

“On tonguin, tonqua, or tonka beans, 50 cents per pound; vanilla
beans, $2 per pound; vanilla beans, commercially known as cuts, $1
per poun L)

III. LIST OF AGREEMENTS
France

Date of signature: May 28, 1898.

Date of proclamation under section 3: May 30, 1898 (30 Stat. 1774).

Scope of concessions received: Minimum French rates of duty
secured for canned meats, lemons, oranges, mandarin oranges, table
grapes, apples, pears, and other fruits (including both fresh and
dried fruits), various classifications of timber and lumber, paving
blocks, staves, hops, pork products, and lard.

Duration of agreement: No termination date specified. The
agreement was apparently terminated by the Tariff Act of 1909.

Text of agreement appears in: 1 Malloy 542.

Portugal

Date of signature: May 22, 18089.

m%t& of proclamation under section 3: June 12, 1900 (31 Stat.

Scope of concessions received: Reduction of duty rates to most-
favored-nation level on flour other than wheat flour, maize, wheat,
lard and grease, mineral oils and their products, reaping, mowing,
and threshing machines, machines for compressing hay and straw,
steam plows, parts of the foregoing machines and plowshares,
agricultural implements, and tools. In addition, maximum duties
are prescribed for certain of the mineral ojls and for the machinery,
implements, and tools.

Duration of agreement: Five years and thereafter terminahble
upon 1 year's notice with a special right to Portugal to terminate
upon 3 months' notice in the event of imposition by the United
States of any duty on Portuguese cork or coffee and in the event
the United States falled to give most-favored-nation treatment on
various other listed products of particular interest to Portugal.

Text of agreement appears in: 2 Malloy 1463.

Italy

Date of signature: February 8, 1900.

Date of proclamation under section 3: July 18, 1900 (31 Stat.
1079).

Scope of concessions received: Maximum duties specified for
cottonseed oil, fish, agricultural machinery and parts, scientific
instruments, dynamo elecirical machines and parts, sewing ma-
chines, and varnishes; bound on the Iree list turpentine oil, natural
fertilizers, skins, and furs.

Duration of agreement: Until December 31, 1903, and thereafter
until 1 year's notice of termination.

Text of agreement appears in: 1 Malloy 987.
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Germany
Date of signature: July 10, 1900.
lm%t;te of proclamation under section 3: July 13, 1900 (31 Stat.

Bco.pe of concessions received: Conventlonal tariff rates on all
American products; annulment of German regulations requiring
inspection of dried or evaporated fruits imported from the United
Btates and binding of customs duties on such fruits.

Duration of agreement: Terminable upon 3 months' notice.

Text of agreement appears in: 1 Malloy 558.

France—Amendatory agreement

Date of signature: August 20, 1902.

Date of proclamation under section 3: July 13, 1900,

Bcope of agreement: The agreement of May 28, 1898, was made
applicable to Algeria and Puerto Rico. France that Puerto
Rican coffee should until February 23, 1903, be entitled to minimum
French duties.

Duration of agreement: To continue in force during the life of
the agreement of May 28, 1808.

Text of agreement appears in 1 Malloy 543.

Portugal—Amendatory agreement

Date of signature: November 19, 1002.
szg?)te of proclamation under section 3: January 24, 1907 (34 Stat.

Scope of agreement: The agreement of May 22, 1889, was made
applicable to Puerto Rico,

Duration of agreement: The amendatory agreement was to con-
tinue in force during the life of the agreement of May 22, 1899.

Text of agreement appears in 2 Malloy 1466.

Germany—Special commercial arrangement in the form of an
exchange of notes

Date of signature: February 18-19, 1908.

Date of proclamation under section 3: February 27, 1906 (34 Stat.
3192).

Scope of concessions recelved: German conventional tariff to be
made applicable to all United States exports.

Duration of agreement: Until June 30, 1907.

Text of agreement appears in United States Foreign Relations
(1906), part I, page 643.

Bulgaria—Agreement in the form of an exchange of notes

Date of signature: June 5-6, 19086.

Date of proclamation under section 8: September 15, 1906 (34
Btat. 5231).

Scope of concessions recelved: Bulgaria agreed to extend most-
favored-nation treatment to exports of the United States.

Duration of agreement: Not specified.

Text of agreement appears in: United States Foreign Relations
(1908), part I, page 141; sets forth in dispatches from the American
diplomatic agent at Sofia the substance of the exchange of notes.

Spain
Date of signature: August 1, 1906; exchange of explanatory
notes, December 20, 1906.
Date of proclamation under section 3: August 27, 1906 (34 Stat.
3227).

Scope of concessions received: Most-favored-nation treatment
granted by Spain on all American exports. The explanatory notes
of December 20, 1908, provide that United States exports shall pay
the minimum Spanish tariff and shall be entitled to the benefit of
all reductions granted by Spain in present or future agreements
with other countries. The notes also provide that the Territories
and possessions of the United States to which the general tariff
laws of the United States are applicable are deemed to be covered
by the agreement. ‘

Duration of agreement: No time specified.

Text of agreement appears in: 2 Malloy 1718.

Germany

Date of signature: April 23, 1907.

Date of proclamation under section 3: May 2, 1907.

Bcope of agreement: In addition to granting the concessions au-
thorized by section 8 of the Tariff Act of 1897, the United States
agreed to make certain modifications in its customs and consular
regulations, as described in a note from Secretary Root to the
German Ambassador dated April 22, 1907, and attached to the
agreement. Germany agreed to apply specified tariff rates to a long
list of American export products which are set forth in seven and
one-half pages of small print in a schedule attached to the
agreement,

Duration of agreement: To remain in force until June 30, 1908,
and thereafter to be terminable upon 6 months’ notice.

Text of agreement appears in: 1 Malloy 563.

Netherlands

Date of signature: May 16, 1907.

Date of proclamation under section 8: August 12, 1908 (35
BStat. 2198).

Scope of agreement: Maximum Netherlands duties are specified
for mutton, salt pork, salt bacon, and canned meats in packages of
more than 4 pounds. 'The United States, in addition to concessions
authorized by section 3 of the Tariff Act of 1897, agreed to amend
its instructions to customs officers.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite, but terminable upon 1 year's
notice with the exception that the United Btates may terminate
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upon 3 months' notice in the event that the Netherlands failed
to give most-favored-nation treatment to any United States
product.
Text of agreement appears in: 2 Malloy 1275.
Great Britain

Date of signature: November 19, 1907.

Date of proclamation under section 3: December 5, 1807 (35
Stat. 2163).

Scope of concessions received: Samples of dutiable goods brought
into the United EKingdom by American commercial travelers to
be exempt from inspection on importation ofi the basis of certifi-
cation of the American customs authorities at the time of ex-
portation.

Duration of agreement: To continue in force until after 6
months' notice of termination.

Text of agreement appears in: 1 Malloy 813.

France—Supplementary agreement

Date of signature: January 28, 1908,

Date of proclamation under section 3: January 28, 1908 (35
Stat. 2178).

Scope of agreement: Food products of the United States and
Puerto Rico except sugar and mineral oils of the United States to
be admitted into France and Algeria at the French minimum
tariffi rates. The United States agreed to impose the reduced
duties authorized by section 3 of the Tariff Act of 1897 on cham-
pagne and sparkling wines imported into the United States and
Puerto Rico. In addition, each party agreed to appoint a com-
mission of three experts to consider complaints with respect to
the import regulations of the respective countries. Each com-
mission was to report to its own government, which report was to
form the basis of an exchange of views designed to remove, if
possible, the causes of complaint considered in the report.

. Duration of agreement: To remain in force during the life of the
agreements of May 28, 1898, and August 20, 1902.
Text of agreement appears in: 1 Malloy 547.

Spain—Supplementary agreementt in the form of an exchange of
notes

Date of signature: February 20, 1909.

Date of proclamation under section 3: February 20, 1909 (35 Stat.
2229).

Scope of agreement: The notes recite that in order to remove
any possible ground for the exercise by the Government of Spain
of its right under the agreement of August 1, 1906, to rescind any
of its concessions made to the United States, the President of the
United States deems the concessions made by Spain as reciprocal
and equivalent to the reduced duties authorized by section 3 of the
Tariff Act of 1897. Accordingly, the note of the United States
stated that the President would issue a proclamation suspending
the duties on sparkling wines imported from Spain and would sub-
stitute therefor the reduced duties authorized by section 3 of the
Tariff Act of 1897.

Duration of agreement: No period specified. Presumably as this
was supplementary to the agreement of August 1, 1906, the supple-
mentary agreement was to continue for the life of the eariier agree-
ment.

Text of agreement appears in: 2 Malloy 1721,

Italy—Supplementary agreement

Date of signature: March 2, 1909,

Date of proclamation under section 3: April 24, 1909 (36 Stat.
2492),

Scope of concessions received: Italy apreed to a specific maxi-
mum rate of duty on mowers and tedders imported from the
United States.

Duration of agreement: To continue in effect until after 1 year's
notice of termination.

Text of agreement appears in: 1 Malloy 994.

TWELVE EXECUTIVE AGREEMENTS ENTERED INTO UnDER SECTION 3 OF
THE McEINLEY TARIFF AcT oF 1890 (26 StaT. 567, 612)

NOTE

I. The texts of all but two of these agreements appear In Senate
Executive Document No. 119, Fifty-second Congress, first session
(1892). The sources for the texts of the other two agreements
(that with France and the second agreement with Salvador) are
indicated hereafter in connection with the description of those two
agreements.

II. Summary of section 3 of the McKinley Tariff Act of 1890:

“That with a view to secure reciprocal trade with countries pro-
ducing the following articles, and for this purpose, on and after
the first day of January 1892, whenever, and so often as the Presi-
dent shall be satisfled that the government of any country pro-
ducing and exporting sugar, molasses, coffee, tea, and hides, raw
and uncured, or any of such articles, imposes duties or other
exactions upon the agricultural or other products of the United
States, which in view of the free introduction of such sugar, mo-
lasses, coffee, tea, and hides into the United States he may deem to
be reciprocally unequal and unreasonable, he shall have the power
and it shall be his duty to suspend, by proclamation to that effect,
the provisions of this act relating to the free introduction of such
sugar, molasses, coffee, tea, and hides, the production of such

| ec mtry, for such time as he shall deem just, and in such case
and during such suspension duties shall be levied, collected, and
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paid upon sugar, molasses, coffee, tea, and hides, the product of or
exported from such designated country as follows, namely:”

(The following is paraphrased.)

Sugar: Sugar of or below No. 13 Dutch standard in color, to pay
duty according to polariscopic tests: If not above 75 degrees to pay
seven-tenths of 1 cent per pound; for every additional degree two
one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound.

Sugar above No. 13 Dutch standard in color and of or below No.
16 to pay 13 cents per pound.

Sugar between No. 17 and No. 20 to pay 1% cents per pound.

Sugar above No. 20 to pay 2 cents per pound.

Molasses: If testing above 56 degrees to pay 4 cents per gallon,

Coffee: To pay 3 cents per pound.

Tea: To pay 10 cents per pound.

Hides and skins of various kinds, 114 cents per pound.

I, LIST OF THE 12 EXECUTIVE AGREEMENTS, EACH OF WHICH WAS IN
THE FORM OF AN EXCHANGE OF NOTES

Brazil

Date on which agreement was reached: January 31, 1891.

15?3%“ of proclamation under section 3: February 5, 1891 (26 Stat.

Scope of concessions received: Free entry covering 15 scheduled
items and a 25-percent reduction, based on existing Bragzilian rates,
covering 9 other tariff items.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite; terminable on January 1 or
July 1 of any year on 3 months' notice by either party.

Text: Senate Executive Document No. 119, page 28, Fifty-second
Congress, first session.

Dominican Republic

Date on which agreement was reached: June 4, 1801,
gsgate of proclamation under section 3: August 1, 1891 (27 Stat.

Scope of concessions received: Schedule of 32 items, free entry;
schedule of 11 other items, 25-percent reduction based on existing
general rates.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite; terminable at will of either
party without notice.

Text: Senate Executive Document No. 119, page 48, Fifty-second
Congress, first session.

Spain (for Cuba and Puerto Rico)

Date on which agreement was reached: June 16, 1891.

Date of proclamation under section 3: July 31, 1891 (27 Stat. 982).

Scope of concessions received: A temporary schedule, which was
to be effective until July 1, 1892, carried 20 items on the free list,
4 items at specified rates, and 3 items at a 25-percent reduction in
existing rates. This was to be superseded on the date mentioned
by a permanent schedule providing free entry for 39 products, speci-
fied duties for 5, a 50-percent reduction for 17, and a 25-percent
reduction for 14 products.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite; terminable at will,

Text: Senate Executive Document No. 119, page 35, Fifty-second
Congress, first session.

Guatemala

Date on which agreement was reached: December 30, 1891.

mlz?sate of proclamation under section 3: May 18, 1892 (27 Stat.
e

Scope of concessions recelved: Schedule of 29 products to be
admitted free of duty.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite, without provision for notice
of termination by either party.

Text: Senate Executive Document No. 119, page 98, Fifty-second
Congress, first session.

Salvador

Date on which agreement was reached: December 30, 1801,

Date of proclamation under section 3: December 31, 1891 (27 Stat.
996).

Scope of concessions received: Free entry for 46 scheduled prod-
ucts. This agreement was provisional and was to be superseded by
& more “definite arrangement” (infra).

Duration of agreement: Not later than December 31, 1892, Ter-
minable meanwhile upon 30 days' prior notice.

Text: Senate Executive Document, No. 119, page 89, Fifty-second
Congress, first session.

* German Empire

Date on which agreement was reached: August 22, 1891.

Date of proclamation under section 3: February 1, 1892 (27 Stat.
1004).

Scope of concessions received: The United States obtained the
benefit of the German Empire's conventional rates, effective Febru-
ary 1, 1892, on 41 tariff items as well as any future reductions which
the latter government might establish by convention. The con-
ventional rates were lower than the general rates in 21 of the 41
items, and all were bound against increase. A prohibition against
the importation of American hogs, pork, and sausages was
abolished,

Duration of agreement: Indefinite without specific provision for
notice of termination by either party,

Text: Senate Executive Document, No. 119, page 108, Fifty-sec-
ond Congress, first session.

Great Britain (for certain West Indian colonies and Jamaica)

Date on which agreement was reached: December 29, 1891,
Date of proclamation under section 3: February 1, 1892 (27 Stat.
099).
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Scope of concessions recelved: Separate schedules were applica-
ble in the West Indian colonies and in Jamaica. That for the
former provided free entry for 58 products, a 50-percent reduction
in existing rates for 8 products, and a 25-percent reduction for 8
other products. The schedule covering imports into Jamaica con-
tained a free list schedule covering 63 items, 50-percent reductions
covering 5 items, and 25-percent reductions covering 5 others,

Duration of ngreement Indefinite, without provision for notice
of termination.

Text: Senate Executive Document, No. 119, page 82, Fifty-second
Congress, first session.

Nicaragua

Date on which agreement was reached: March 11, 1892,

Date of proclamation under section 3: March 12 1892 (27 Stat.
1009).

Scope of concessions received: Thirty-four scheduled products of
the United States became entitled to free entry.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite, without a notice provision
covering termination by either party.

Text: Benate Executive Document, No. 119, page 94, Fifty-second
Congress, first sesslon.

France

Date on which agreement was reached: March 13, 1892,

Never proclaimed,

Scope of concessions received: The French minimum tariff was
accorded to eight scheduled products in this informal agreement.
In addition, the removal of the French restriction on the importa-
tion of American pork was obtained. This had been imposed on
sanitary grounds.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite.

Text: Departmental Archives, Diplomatic Dispatches, France, vol-

ume 107.
Honduras

Date on which agreement was reached: April 29, 1892,

Date of proclamation under section 3: April 30, 1892 (27 Stat.
1023).

Scope of concessions recelved: Free entry into Honduras was
guaranteed for 46 products of the United States.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite. However, as the agreement
was provisional on the part of Honduras, the United States reserved
the privilige of terminating it on 30 days’ prior notice if the Hon-
duran Legislature should fail to take actlon authorizing a more
comprehensive agreement or if such an agreement should not be
concluded by January 1, 1883,

Text: Senate Executive Document No. 119, page 103, Fifty-second
Congress, first session.

Austria-Hungary

Date on which agreement was reached: May 3, 1892.

Date of proclamation under section 3: May 26, 1802 (27 Stat.
1026) .

Sche of concessions received: The United States obtained the
benefit of Austro-Hungarian conventional rates, established pur-
suant to six agreements with other European governments on about
179 tariff items. The conventional rates were all lower than the

rates which had theretofore been applicable to American
products. The right to the benefit of any future reductions which
Austria-Hungary might grant to third countries was also obtained.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite.

Text: Senate Executive Document No. 119, page 114, Fifty-second
Congress, first session,

Salvador

Date on which agreement was reached: November 20, 1883.

Date of proclamation under section 3: December 27, 1893 (27
Stat. 1056).

Scope of concessions received: Free entry for 45 American prod-
uets. This agreement superseded the “transitory” agreement, supra,
effective January 1, 1893.

Duration of agreement: Indefinite, without specific provision for
notice of termination.

Text: Departmental Archives, Diplomatic Dispatches, Central
America, volume 55.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. In connection with the sugges-
tion made on the floor, the fact that-the trade agreements
tied the hands of Congress with respect to future action on
matters covered in the agreements, although the answer was
given that this is merely action taken pursuant to the author-
ization and policy which the present Congress deems desir-
able and necessary to effectuate its purpose, the further point
can be made that, of course, if Senate ratification was re-
quired and the agreements were treaties this would be equally
true, and, in fact, it is probable that if treaties were concluded
they would not be for such short periods, since the President
in negotiating the treaties would not be limited by the restric-
tions with respeet to the duration laid down by the Trade
Agreements Act.

Mr. President, I desire to detain the Senate for only a little
while on the pending amendment of the Senator from Nevada
[Mr, McCarran]. It seems fo me this amendment may be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

APRIL 1

repeated without undue loss of time of the Senate, in order
that we may all clearly understand the issue presented by the
amendment,

On page 1, line 8, after the numerals “1940”, it is proposed
to insert a comma and the following:
with the proviso that the authority conferred in the said act does
not embrace authority to include in any trade-agreement negotia-
tions excise taxes imposed under the provisions of paragraphs (4),
(5), (B), and (7) of subsection (c) of section 601 of the Revenue
Act of 1932, as amended, which are now a part of the Internal Reve-

nue code subtitle (c), chapter 29, subchapter (b), part 1, sections
3420, 3422, 3423, 3424, 3425.‘, :

Mr, President, I am glad that the Senator from Nevada in
drafting his amendment tock the trouble to refer to the pro-
visions of the Internal Revenue Code, giving the subsections
thereof, because that very designation conclusively shows the
nature of the sections to which he refers, and shows that
while the duties are referred to here as excise duties, they are
in fact import duties, and have been so treated by the Con-
gress of the United States in codifying the revenue law.

I call attention to the fact that in the codification these
sections do not appear under the heading of excise taxes,
which are internal revenue taxes and have always been so
considered in the revenue history of this country until this
fake device was brought forward in the consideration and
passage of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act; but they are in-
cluded under the section devoted to import taxes. They are
import taxes, Mr. President, as recognized by the codifica-
tion of the laws unanimously passed by the Congress. They
are import duties as recognized by the courts of the United
States. They are import duties, as is fully set out in the
opinion of the Secretary of the Treasury, based upon court
decisions and upon the codification of the law. So why
should we not stop talking about excise duties and call them
what they are? They are tariff duties, levied under the very
terms of the act itself, in accordance with the practices, rules,
and methods of collection with respect to every other tariff
duty on articles coming into the United States.

Mr. President, I have heard the story that at one of Presi-
dent Lincoln’s Cabinet meetings he turned to Secretary
Seward, who was reported not to have been a great admirer
of Lincoln's propensity for joking, and asked Seward, “If
you were to call a sheep’s tail a leg, how many legs would
the sheep have?” Seward simply snorted and said, “Why,
five, of course.” Lincoln said, “Oh, no; it would not. It
would have only four, because calling a sheep’s tail a leg
would not make it one.” [Laughter.]

Calling these import duties excise taxes will not change
the nature of the taxes. They are import duties—tariff
levies—and ought to be considered as such.

We come down to the naked question whether or not
there is anything in the peculiar situation of the commodi-~
ties covered in these four sections, namely, petroleum, coal,
lumber, and copper, which entitles them to be specially se-
lected and set aside as a sacrosanct institution to which the
provisions of the act should not be applicable. Except for
the fact that the States which produce the commodities or
are interested in the particular taxes have a very large rep-
resentation in this body—more or less disproportionate to
the population of those States—there is no reason on the
face of the earth, Mr. President, why these duties should not
stand on their own feet, the same as other duties contained
in the various tariff acts of the United States which are the
subject of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act.

I do not say that the duty on copper ought to be reduced.
I do not say that the duty on petroleum, lumber, or coal
ought to be reduced. What I do say is that there is noth-
ing sacred about those commodities which justifies the Con-
gress of the United States in setting them aside and saying,
“All the other hundreds of thousands of items contained in
a tariff bill may be the subject of reciprocal-trade agree-
ments, but you shall not lay your finger on these particular
items because they are the Ark of the Covenant. They are
sacred.”

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr, President, will the Senator yield?
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri, I yield to the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. BARKLEY, Is it not true that there are many arti-
cles of importation into the United States with respect to
which the proportion of imports to domestic production is
much greater than in the case of oil, petroleum, copper, or
Iumber?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I think that is unquestionably
true. I know that certain Senators are very much interested
in the production of flaxseed in this country. Why should
they not say, “We want an excise duty, or a prohibitive tariff
duty—which is what it amounts to—on flaxseed? You have
established such a duty on copper, oil, coal, and lumber.
Why should flaxseed be left out?”

Others might say, “We are interested in zine, and we want
a prohibitive tariff on zinc. Why should copper from Ari-
zona and Montana have a prohibitive tariff, while zine from
Missouri and Oklahoma has not? Why should one be sub-
ject to the operation of this general law and the other
not be?"

Many people in various sections of the country are inter-
ested in wheat. Others are interested in cotton. There are
still some people interested in cotton in this country. Others
are interested in countless other commodities; but the Con-
gress of the United States is solemnly asked to pick out
four separate tariff items—because that is what they are—
and say, “These are sacred, and nothing must be done with
them.”

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not wish to interrupt the Senator’s
thought, but his argument as to cotton reminds me of the
fact that ever since I have been in the Senate, western Sen-
ators—and I am very happy to say that I have been one of
them—have supported a subsidy for cotton, and have stood
for the protection of cotton. I am now looking to my
brethren from cotton-producing States to support copper so
that we may keep on the employment rolls American citi-
zens who constitute the red blood of this country, just as
we have tried to protect the industry of the cotton-produc-
ing States.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, by and large the
representatives of every other commodity in this country
have participated in the formulation of the program which
has been in effect since the inauguration of President Roose-
velt in 1933; but the proposal the Senator himself is ad-
vancing is that four particular commodities shall be selected
out of all the thousands of commodities whose representa-
tives have participated in the making of various policies—
including the policy with regard to cotton—and that we
shall say, “These are sacred, and you must not touch them.”

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. BROWN. The statute itself sets forth one exception.
The entire field of international trade is not opened by the
pending measure. Subsection (b) of section 1 provides:

Nothing in this section shall be construed to prevent the applica-
tion, with respect to rates of duty established under this section
pursuant to agreements with countries other than Cuba, of the
provisions of the treaty of commerecial reciproecity concluded be-
tween the United States and the Republic of Cuba on December
11. 1902—

That is the most important agreement of all with respect
to the interests of many States of the Union—
or to preclude giving effect to an exclusive agreement with Cuba
concluded under this section, modifying the existing preferential-
customs treatment of any article the growth, produce, or manu-
facture of Cuba.

That means that we can enter into an agreement with
Cuba and eliminate in that agreement the most-favored-
nation clause.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course, the Senator is familiar
with the fact that that provision goes back to an old inter-
national obligation of the United States growing out of the
Spanish-American War.
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Mr. BROWN. That is true.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am not debating its wisdom;
but it seems to me that is an essentially different question
from selecting four commoedities and saying, “These are sacro-
sanct and are to be excepted from the general operation of
the Tariff Act.”

Mr. BROWN. What is the effect of that clause? The
effect of it is that Cuba is granted preferential treatment, not
particularly with respect to Venezuela, Peru, or any other
sugar-producing area, but with respect to the sugar industry
of the United States.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That may be. If the Senator
should move to strike out that provision, the subject would
be highly debatable. I can say to the Senator—because I was
a member of the Finance Committee when this provision was
first reported—that it was adopted simply to carry out an
obligation which was assumed by treaty by the United States
after the conclusion of the Spanish-American War. How-
ever, I still insist that that is entirely beside the point of
selecting four commodities and having them made sacred.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr, BARKLEY. If I correctly recall, the Tariff Act of 1930
and most previous tariff acts gave Cuba a preferential duty on
sugar. While the duty was $2.20, I believe, from other coun-
tries, a 20-percent differential was accorded to Cuba, because
ever since the Spanish-American War we have recognized a
sort of moral obligation toward and sponsorship of the Re-
public of Cuba, which we never felt toward any other country.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. We assumed it by formal action
in the so-called Platt amendment, and in pursuance of that
policy a similar provision was incorporated in every tariff act
subsequently passed.

Mr. BROWN. It was the use of the word “sacrosanct” by
the Senator that brought me to my feet, So far as the prod-
ucts of Michigan are concerned, all four of these commodi-
ties—coal, copper, oil, and lumber—are produced in the State
of Michigan. We cannot be sacrosanct as to those products,
but we can be as to the products of the island of Cuba: and
that is what rather disturbs me in regard to this legislation.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georce] has kindly called my attention to the provision of
the Tariff Act of 1930, section 316:

CUBAN RECIFROCITY TREATY NOT AFFECTED

Nothing in this act shall be construed to abrogate or in any
manner impair or affect the provisions of the treaty of commercial
reciprocity concluded between the United States and the Republic
of Cuba on December 11, 1902, or the provisions of the act of
December 17, 1903, chapter 1.

So in that section of the act to which the Senator has re-
ferred the United States in the Tariff Act of 1930 was simply
carrying out its treaty obligations to the Republic of Cuba.

Mr. BROWN. If the Senator will permit me further, when
the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, which was passed in 1930, was
enacted, of course, there were set up certain standards and
certain tariff rates that may have been beneficial to the State
of Michigan and to the Middle West. They were fixed and
established within reasonable limitations. In consideration
of those rates it was all right for us to agree to this arrange-
ment with respect to Cuba, but when we come to this legis-
lation——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It had already been agreed to
long since, I will say to the Senator, by treaty between the
United States and Cuba, ratified back in 1902.

Mr. BROWN. That is true, but when we come to this
agreement we fix and establish the arrangements with Cuba,
and do not permit the President to interfere with those.
However, when it comes to rates that are effective in my
State of Michigan, we permit the President to do almost
anything he wants to do with respect to those rates, So I
say it is a different situation.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I say, too, it is a different
situation. I say that the situation with regard to Cuba is
a peculiar situation made necessary by the fact that the



3760

United States saw fit to enter into a treaty which has been
carried out in our tariff legislation. I refer to section 320
of the Tariff Act of 1922, containing a provision, which I
ask to have inserted in the REecorp at this point, exactly
similar to the provision of the act of 1930. So there can be
no question whatever as to the fact that we were bound by
treaty obligations, and it seems to me that that situation is
not in any way comparable to that of selecting particular
commodities for special treatment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the sec-
tion of the Tariff Act referred to by the Senator from
Missouri will be printed in the REcorb.

The section referred to is as follows:

SEc. 820. That nothing in this act shall be construed to abro-
gate or in any manner impair or affect the provisions of the treaty
of commercial reciprocity concluded between the United States

and the Republic of Cuba on December 11, 1802, or the provisions
of the act of December 17, 1903, chapter 1.

" Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, much has been
said here about certain so-called commitments which were
made in the Senate and in the Congress in connection with
the passage of the Trade Agreements Act in 1934 and again by
its extension in 1937. I read part of the Recorp this morn-
ing. I think it would be beneficial to call the attention of the
Senate again to precisely what happened on that subject and
to the whole of it. The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Har-
risoN] toward the close of the consideration of the original
act of 1934 proposed an amendment which would freeze these
commodities under the duties called excise taxes. The Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. AsHURrsT] objected very strenuously
and the Senator from Mississippi withdrew that amendment,
which, in turn, was then offered by the then Senator from
Louisiana, Mr. Long, and overwhelmingly defeated by the
Senate by a vote of 29 to 57, or nearly 2 to 1.

In that debate after the Senator from Mississippi had
offered his amendment, the Senator from Arizona said:

Mr. President, I have taken no time on this bill; and we are to
vote, I believe, in 10 minutes. Will not the Senator from Mississippi
withdraw this statement? I do not want to be required to speak
against the amendment, but there are a dozen Members on this side
of the Chamber who ought to do so, and we have only 10 minutes.

Will the Benator now at the last hour draw a dirk? Will the Sena~
tor please withdraw his amendment? Is the Senator proposing—

With the frankness which always distinguishes the Senator
from Arizona and charms his associates in this body on all
occasions, the Senator from Arizona was candid enough to
state the reason why he did not want any agreement made
as to “freezing” the rates—

Is the Senator proposing to go to the country with a bill which

will preclude the President from raising the tariffs on oil, copper,
and lumber?

I oppose that amendment. No man who pretends to be fair
would, after discussion upon this bill has been practically com-
pleted, draw from his breast a dirk against these great industries,

I have always been In favor of a proposal to give the President the
power to raise tariffs and lower them, to get away from logrolling—

Which is what we are trying to do in this measure—

and it ill becomes the able Senator at this hour, when no one
can make reply to him, to propose such an amendment. It Is
conceived in iniquity, it is born in sin, and generated in unfairness.

I regret to apply this last remark of my great and dis-
tinguished friend from Arizona to the amendment pending
before the Senate offered by my great and distinguished
friend from Nevada, but I am compelled to do so because
the proposition involved in the two amendments is precisely
the same.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am delighted to yield to the
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, if T had walked into the
Senate Chamber not knowing what had previously occurred,
and that language had been read, I would know it was mine.
I recognize my own rhetoric.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Mr, President, T am very happy
to bear witness that no Senator in this Chamber could pos-
sibly compare in rhetoric with the Senator from Arizona.
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Mr. ASHURST. I might say that I have great tenacity,
but it is tempered with tremendous flexibility.

Mr. President, I think I ought not to be silent in the situa-
tion because the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] is a
man so able, so learned, and so pungent in argument that
what he says is always worthy of consideration.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ASHURST, I do not rise to disclaim or explain any-
thing. My policy in life has been never to explain because
if today one explains tomorrow he will be explaining his
explanation. When this administration came into power I
profoundly believed that it would be a high-tariff admin-
istration.

Possibly I had sweetbreads for brains when I so believed.
Suffice it to say that I believed it, and I had reason to be-
believe it, and I believe now that if the Roosevelt adminis-
tration goes on the rocks it will be because it has not been
a high-tariff administration.

Mr. President, now, as to that somewhat gorgeous rhetoric,
I wish to say that the debate had practically closed on that
occasion; in fact, I think each Senator was allowed but 5
minutes, and I could not, nor could any other Senator, ex-
plain in 5 minutes that which was understood by all responsi-
ble persons, to wit, that there was an agreement on all sides,
including the administration, that the tariff on copper would
be raised. Believing that the tariff on copper would be
raised, believing that it should be raised, I could not consent
to an amendment which would preclude the President from
raising the tariff on copper.

I would today vote to give the President the power to raise
or increase the tariff.

I am a high-tariff man and for that I make no apology.
I have in season, and many of my brother Senators, think
perhaps out of season, championed high tariffs. Perhaps I
am trespassing too long on the time of the Senator from
Missouri.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, I am delighted to have the
Senator say anything he desires on my time.

Mr. ASHURST. This is not the occasion to speak, much as
I should delight to do so, of the beneficent effect of high
tariffs on our country. I may be old-fashioned or I may be
reactionary, but I believe in high tariffs, and I have never
failed in the past 20 years to advocate high tariffs. If some-
one advocating low tariffs should be a candidate for office in
the West, in my judgment he would not be elected,

It may be asked, Why, therefore, are you so interested?
The answer is if I do not stand for high tariffs, Arizona will
send someone here who will have the courage to stand for
high tariffs. I have an election approaching. I would be
disingenuous and lacking in frankness if I should pretend
that I am putting this question upon a more exalted plane.
Arizona will see to it that I am displaced by a high-tariff man
if I fail to do my duty here.

Now, if the Senator will pardon me for a few moments
more——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. ASHURST. I speak this afternoon with mingled feel-
ings of duty and gratitude. It is my duty to speak for high
tariffs on this floor because I am thus representing the views
of my people and of the West in speaking for high tariffs.

It will be 28 years tomorrow since I was inducted into the
Senate. No Senator has ever been treated more generously
by his constituents than have I. Not only have they re-
peatedly reelected me but they have done that which few
States have ever done to or for any Senator—allowed him to
do almost as he pleased. For that I am profoundly grateful to
Arizona. No words at my command can express to the
people of Arizona the gratitude I feel to them for so long
sustaining me here and almost always giving me the right to
act as I thought best. Other States may have paralleled
that action in generosity toward a Senator. None has ever
excelled it in generosity toward a Senator.

Therefore if I fail in any way in the Senate I have no aliibi,
The people have given me the privilege of doing what I think
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proper and right, and if I fail it is my own fault. Whatever
may be my shortcomings, since I became conyerted to the
high-tariff policy I have not failed on any proper occasion to
advocate high tariffs.

May I trespass for another 5 minutes on the time of the
Senator from Missouri?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Certainly.

Mr, ASHURST. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I wish to say, not as a mere gesture—I do
not say this as a friendly Senatorial courtesy respecting the
able Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLarg]—that long before I
came to the Senate I recognized him not only as an expert
in parliamentary law, but as a student of treaties and of
tariffs; and while the words of affection I have toward him
come from my heart, they are words that one student might
say about another in recognition of his ability and his dili-
gence; but I disagree with him on the tariff. He believes in
low tariffs. He has abundant historical, even party, authority
for it.

Mr. President, why am I so much interested in copper
tariff? Why my solicitude for copper tariffs? First, whether
destiny is kind or unkind in building a State largely around
a particular industry is for someone else to decide. Suffice
it to say that, while Arizona has great lumbering interests,
while she has great livestock and agricultural interests and
possibilities, while her tourist trade is remarkably great, and
her many dude ranches and her many places of majestic scen-
ery attract persons, and while she produces all the precious,
rare, and base metals, except oil and coal, she is engaged
largely in the production of copper. Copper, directly or indi-
rectly, pays about one-half of all the taxes paid in Arizona.
Copper employs about one-half of all the persons employed in
Arizona, I should be a poor representative of Arizona, if T did
not have a solicitude and at least a friendly attitude toward
the major industry of my ocwn State.

I know how boresome and tiresome figures are; but let me,
with the Senator’s further kind permission, read some data
about the copper industry in Arizona.

In round numbers, from the year 1874—the year of my
birth—down to 1939, Arizona produced $2,816,000,000 worth
of copper, and this sum of money was expended as follows:
For wages and salaries, $938,000,000; for supplies and equip-
ment, $586,000,000; for taxes, State and Federal, $251,000,-
000; for freight on copper, $157,000,000; for refining, $173,-
000,000; for selling, $34,000,000; for insurance and replace-
ments, and so forth, $130,000,000; for dividends, $547,000,000.
These are round numbers.

Making, as I said before, a total of $2,816,000,000 of copper
which Arizona has produced since I first saluted the dawn.

Mr. President, during the year 1937—I have no figures
available since the year 1937—in the copper mines of the
United States there were employed 24,900 persons, and in the
copper smelters, mills, plants, and auxiliary works there were
employed 22,315 persons, making a total of 47,215. These
47215 employed persons subsisted about half a million
persons.

Mr, President, withdraw the excise tax, and many, if not
most, of the copper mines and smelters in the West would
fall into deliquescence, would fall into disrepair; they would
be abandoned. The plumes of smoke that now pour forth
from the smelters would no longer be in the sky. The flashes
of light from the smelters would no longer illuminate the
midnight sky. Thousands of persons who are now employed
at good wages would tread the streets of the towns and the
copper camps, asking for employment; the dust of the desert
would cover and the reptilia of the desert would soon inhabit
those copper towns that have been built around the copper
camps. Towns noted for their beauty and order, towns in
which have been built temples of religion, temples of art, and
temples of industry, would be destroyed under a doctrine of
free trade or low tariffs.

Mr. President, it would be discourteous and impolite for me
to trespass further upon the time of the able Senator from
Missouri; but I thank him for giving me this opportunity to
say a word.
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Mr. President, I am very glad
to have the Senator from Arizona make remarks in any re-
marks I make whenever he so desires. I desire further to
say that, much as I disagree with what I consider the very
erroneous views of the Senator from Arizona on the taniff,
so far as his service in this body is concerned the State of
Arizona has honored itself as much as it has honored him
by his repeated reelections.

It was not my purpose to enter into a debate as to these
particular items; but, since the Senator has mentioned cop-
per, I only desire to call his attention to the fact that the
exportations of copper from this country—of course, we all
recognize that copper is an export industry—increased from
$16,065,000 in 1932 to $44,244,000 in 1936 and $79,492,000 in
1939.

I do not say that the reciprocal-trade agreements were
entirely responsible for this increase; but I do call attention
to the fact that the exportations of this great export com-
modity, copper, have multiplied under the Hull reciprocal
trade agreements policy as against the exportations at the
time of the beneficent Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act. I further
direct attention to the fact that exports of copper to non-
trade-agreement countries have increased only 53.1 percent
as against 74.1 percent to trade-agreement countries. So, Mr.
President, in any way we please to take it, the record is
favorable to the trade agreements.

Furthermore, in the case of another one of the commodities
subject to these excise taxes, against the eloquent testimony
of the Senator from Arizona as to the benefits which have
come to the United States and the various industries of the
United States I set the testimony of a very able and distin-
guished man, Dr, Wilson Compton, the technical head and
adviser of the lumber industry of the United States, who said
in a letter on December 22, 1938, addressed to the Lumber
Manufacturers’ Association:

It 1s a mathematical certainty that during the past 10 years the
industry has lost in foreign markets a greater volume of trade than
it has gained through protection in domestic markets,

Mr. President, on the question of what the REcorp shows as
to the promises which were held out either at the time of the
enactment of the original trade-agreements measure or at the
time of the consideration in 1937 of its extension, I desire to
conclude by reading part of the proceedings of June 4, 1937,
when the Long amendment was offered and rejected by the
Senate, because it seems to me the action of the Senate on
this matter is absolutely conclusive.

After the remarks of the Senator from Arizona which I
read a few moments ago the following occurred:

Mr. HarrisoN. Mr, President, there are only a few moments re-
maining before the time for voting. I desire to say to the Senator
from Arizona that I have offered this amendment in order to help
his contention. I shall gladly withdraw the proposal.

Mr. AsuunsT. The Senator will pardon me. I have only 3 minutes
on this bill.

Mr. HarrisoN. If the Senator desires to have the amendment
withdrawn, I shall be delighted to withdraw it.

Mr. AsHURST. I desire to have any amendment withdrawn which
precludes the President from raising the tariff on copper.

Then there was some colloquy between the then Senator
from Delaware, Mr. Hastings, and the then Senator from
Louisiana, Mr. Long, which resulted in the Senator from
Louisiana reoffering the amendment for freezing the excise
import duties upon the four commodities. I read further
from the RECORD:

The Vice PresmeENT. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. AsHuUrsT. Mr. President, I ask the yeas and nays on that
amendment.

Mr. Lone. Mr. President, I am willing to have a yea-and-nay
vote on the amendment. I desire to be heard for a minute.

Mr. AsaursTt. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me for a
moment? I am willing to take my chances, I am willing to leave
it to Franklin D. Roosevelt as to whether or not the tariff shall be
increased.

Mr. Long. Mr. President, I refuse to yield.

The VicE PReSIDENT. The Senator from Louilsiana declines to yield.

Mr. Long. I have but 5 minutes, and the Senator from Arizona
has already spoken for 5 minutes,
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Mr. President, we were given to understand and we were as-
sured that copper, oil, coal, and lumber would not be affected by
this bill; and, as one of the Senators who had received this assur-
ance——

Mr, CLArK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. Lona. No; I will not yield, Mr, President.
minutes.

Mr, Crarx. I should like to know what effect the assurance the
Senator received had on him. He apparently is not going to vote
for the bill, anyway.

Mr Lowg. Mr, President, I do not know what effect it had, except
that I took them at their word.

Mr. Harrison. Mr. President, the Senator will recall that I with-
drew the amendment.

Mr. Long, I am not censuring the Senator from Mississippl. I
am offering his amendment, which I presume he will support.

And which he did not support.

I believe he will.

Mr. President, we were told that these commodities would be pro-
tected because the tariffis we have on oil and lumber and coal and
COpper are very necessary.

I again call attention to the fact that the Senator from
Louisiana, Mr. Long, with that frankness which was one of
his great characteristics, did not attempt to call these excise
duties, did not attempt to confuse them with internal-reve-
nue taxes, but called them tariff duties. I continue the
quotation:

Mr. President, we were told that these commodities would be pro-
tected because the tariffs we have on oil and lumber and coal and
copper are very necessary. A number of Senators and I fought here
many nights and many days to get tariffis on these items, and we
want to protect them. We were assured that they would be pro-
tected. Today, as an example, notwithstanding the fact it is said
we have an overproduction of oil in America, nonetheless we are
importing into the country 260,000 barrels of oil a day. Notwith-
standing all our lumber trouble and the cheapness of lumber,
lumber is still being imported. We were told—and we believed—
and I am sure Senators mean to stick by it, that we should have
this tariff protection, and it would be disastrous to us if it were not
given to us.

I ask for the yeas and nays, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I ask leave to have inserted in the REcorp
at this point in my remarks the yea-and-nay vote in the
Senate on June 4, 1934, on the Long amendment, the result
being, yeas 29, nays 57, which I insist is the pronouncement
of policy upon this question by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HerrING in the chair).
Is there objection? >

There being no objection, the yea-and-nay vole was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. Fess (when his name was called). Repeating my statement
made previously with reference to my pair, I withhold my vote.

Mr. Lewrs (when Mr. NeeLy’s name was called). I am authorized
to state that were the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NeeLy|
present, he would vote “nay.”

Mr., Roemnson of Arkansas (when his name was called). An-
nouncing the same pair and its transfer as on previous votes,
I vote “nay.”

Mr, SterueENs (when his name was called). I repeat my former
announcement as to my pair and transfer and vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr, Hesert. The senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reed],
if present, would vote “yea” on this question. He is paired with
the Senator from California [Mr. McAdoo], as announced by the
transfer of the pair of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Robinson].

Mr. OverToN. I inquire if the senior Senator from Utah [Mr.
King] has voted?

The Vice PresmenT. That Senator is not recorded as having
voted.

Mr. OverToN. I am paired with that Senator, and in hls absence
withhold my vote.

Mr. Lewis. I wish to announce that the senior Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 57, as follows:

Yeas, 29: Austin, Barbour, Carey, Coolidge, Couzens, Cutting,
Davis, Dickinson, Fletcher, Frazier, Gihson, Goldsborough, Hale,

, Hatfield, Hebert, Johnson, Kean, Eeyes, Long, McNary,
Metcalf, Schall, Steiwer, Thomas of Oklahoma, Townsend, Vanden-
berg, Walcott, and White.

Nays, 57: Adams, Ashurst, Bachman, Bailey, Bankhead, Barkley,
Black, Bone, Borah, Brown, Bulkley, Bulow, Byrd, Byrnes, Capper,
Caraway, Clark, Connally, Copeland, Costigan, Dieterich, Dill, Dufty,
Erickson, George, Harrison, Hatch, Hayden, La Follette, Lewis,
Logan, Lonergan, McCarran, McGill, McEellar, Murphy, Norbeck,
Norris, Nye, O'Mahoney, Patterson, Pittman, Pope, Reynolds,
Robinson of Arkansas, Russell, Sheppard, Shipstead, Smith,
Stephens, Thomas of Utah, Thompson, Tydings, Van Nuys, Wagner,
Walsh, and Wheeler,

I have only 5
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Not voting, 10: Fess, Glass, Gore, King, McAdoo, Neely, Overton,
Reed, Robinson of Indiana, Trammell.
So Mr. Long's amendment was rejected.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I shall not detain
the Senate by reading from the record the entire collecguy
which tock place on this subject in the Committee on Finance
in 1937, but I do desire to insert in the Recorp at this point
in my remarks certain quotations from the hearings before
the Finance Committee on this subject on February 10, 11,
12, and 15, 1937, particularly colloguies between the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. VanNDENBERG], Assistant Secretary of
State Sayre, and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the extracts were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From hearings before Committee on Finance, United States Senate,
February 1940, pp. 34-40]

Senator VANDENBERG. Dr. SBayre, under what clause of the law
which you invcke to reach into the internal taxes would you also
consider that you had the power to reach into the excise taxes on
oil and copper and such?

Dr. Sayme. The particular taxes to which you refer on oil and
copper, and so forth, if I remember correctly, are levied upon
importations, and I believe that there is a specific provision in
section 601 of the Revenue Act, which is the one to which I think
you refer, that they shall be treated as import taxes. Under that
provision the Trade Agreements Act does delegate to the President
the power to affect those particular excise taxes, sir.

Senator VANDENBERG. Senator HArrisoN made the statement on
the floor of the Senate—I have it here somewhere—that specifically
it was not the intention, either of the House or the Benate, to
give you any power to deal with those excise taxes. Now, do you
disagree with Senator Harrisow on that?

Mr. Sayre. All I can do, sir, is to quote you the law. Under the
law, you will remember, as I read a few moments ago, the Presi-
dent is authorized to proclaim such modifications of existing du-
tles and other import restrictions, or such additional import re-
strictions, or such continuance, and for such minimum periods of
existing customs or excise treatment of any article covered by
foreign-trade agreements, as are required or are appropriate to
carry out any foreign-trade agreement that the President has
entered into hereunder. To that I would add the provision of
section 601 of the revenue act which states that——

Senator VANDENBERG. At any rate, you interpret the situation
which you are asking us to extend as giving you authority to
reduce the excise taxes on oil, copper, and so forth?

Mr. SAYRE. To reduce, Senator, or to——

Senator VanpENBERG. To Ireeze?

Mr. Sayre. To freeze; yes, sir, If I may read you the language
of section 601, I think that is made clear.

The CHAIRMAN. What do you mean by “freezing,” Doctor?

Mr. Sayre. Continuing without ralsing.

Senator VANDENBERG. I hope the Senator from Texas heard this
answer, that he thinks his authority is broad enough even to
affect the excise taxes on oil, copper, and so forth.

Mr. SaYre. Under the provisions of section 601.

Senator VANDENBERG. Yes.

Senator ConnaLry. I understood that.

Senator VANDENBERG. When it passed the Senate it was spe-
cifically stated by the Senator from Mississippi on the floor that
that power did not exlst under the law.

The CHAmRMAN. Have you got my statement there? I think I
sald it froze these propositions.

Senator VANDENBERG. No; your statement was a very gorgeous
one—very conclusive.

Mr. Savre. Senator Vandenberg, these are, as you understand,
under the language of section 601, treated as import taxes so that
they could be frozen or they could be reduced.

Senator VANDENBERG. SBenator Harrison asked me to read what
he said

Thff CHAIRMAN, I don't care anything about it, I will read it
myself.

Senator VANDENBERG. I think I better read it now. On June 4,
1934, at page 10391 of the REcoOrRD, the able chairman said:

“It will be noted that, so far as tarlff rates are concerned, the
President has the power to increase or lower them by 50 percent;
but as to excise taxes, they may be continued. It was the inten-
tion of those who framed the legislation, and of the House in pass-
ing the bill, that they would be frozen; in other words, they might
not be modified.”

Is that your interpretation?

Mr. SaYRe. My interpretation is simply the reading of the law., I
read you the provision in the Trade Agreements Act. I do not
seem to have available here section 601 of the revenue act, but it
contains a provision which directs that those particular excise
taxes, which are levied on importations, shall be treated to all in-
tents and purposes under the law as import taxes. As such, I pre-
sume they would be subject to either freezing or reduction under
some trade agreement which might be made.

Senator VanpEneere. Well, the importance to us is that you are
now asking us to extend the power, and it is important to know
which power you will contemplate using.




1940

Benator Crarg. Dr. Sayre, let me understand this proposition
correctly. I have been very much in sympathy with the reciprocal-
trade agreements and feel that they have accomplished a great
deal of good. But do I understand your proposition to be that in
case of gasoline, let us say, on which we have levied an excise tax
for years in this country—a nuisance tax, to be sure, but never-
theless an excellent revenue producer for the absolute necessities of
the Government, and which this committee and the Congress have
never found an opportunity to take off, although it is a burdensome
tax by reason of the fact that the necessity for revenue is too des-
perate—do I understand that if the State Department was to hap-
pen to include gasoline in one of the reciprocal-trade agreements
that that would automatically, if the State Department chose to
do it, reduce or wipe out a tax that the Congress had been levying
as an internal excise tax for its purposes?

Mr. Say¥re. No, sir. That is what I fear might be misunderstood
from Senator VANDENBERG'S question. There is no such power under
the Trade Agreements Act.

Senator Crark. I certainly did not understand that there was
one when we passed the act.

Senator VanpENBERG. What power do you contemplate you have
with respect to the internal tax on gasoline?

Mr. Sayre. We have no power to do anything with respect to
the internal tax on domestically produced gasoline. I come back
to the language of the Trade Agreements Act, sir,

Senator Cowwarry. This is an excise tax on imported gasoline
now,

Senator Vam:mm As I understand the Secretary, he says he
has the power to deal with it.

Mr. Sa¥re. I come back to the language of the act, which is that
the President is authorized to proclaim such modifications of exist-
ing duties and other import restrictions—and this next is the
language which concerns the matter—“or such continuance, and
for such minimum periods, of existing customs or excise treatment
of any article covered by foreign trade agreemen

The CHAmRMAN. Dr. Sayre, since they brought my name into this
discussion, for which I am sorry, it will be recalled that in the de-
bate, as shown on page 10391 of the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp for 1934,
there came up some questions about this, and I stated I was offer-
ing an amendment.

Senator VanpEnseEre. That is right.

The CHATRMAN. And that amendment sought to freeze these excise
duties, in particular on lumber, I think it was, copper, oil, and coal.
‘When I offered that I thought a certain gentlemran of the Senate
would be glad to receive it, but he made an objection, one of the
Senators did, and I had to withdraw it. A:l’te‘rward the Benator
from Louisiana offered it and it was objected to. *

Senator VANDENBERG. And it has bound the hands cf Oongress in
respect to internal taxation?

Mr. Sayre. No; that is putting it too strongly, sir; not in regard
to internal taxation; only with regard to these very peculiar excise
taxes on imported products. * *

* * (Congress has delegated to the President the power to
reduce tariffs on certain commodities and to bind United States
excise taxes with respect to those imported commodities during
the life of the trade agreement, but that does not cover internal
taxation as such. It covers only excise taxes on imports. It covers
only what is included in the specific language of this act.

Senator VANDENEERG. But an excise tax is an import tax so far as
the net result is concerned?

Mr. SAYre. Yes; insofar as imported goods are concerned; such an
excise is a form of duty. But when you say the trade agreements
give to the President the power to bind internal taxation, that is
not true, because these excise taxes are only a very minor part of
our internal-tax structure.

Senator Crarg. In this illustration that I asked you about a
moment ago, this gasoline tax which is on the books right now is an
excise tax. By every theory of taxation, the only theory on which
it is imposed is as an excise tax. The same is true of all these nui-
sance taxes, the tax on jewelry, the tax on furs that we have, all of
them are excise taxes. They are so classified by every tax authority
and every lawyer that I have ever heard make a classification.

Senator VANDENEERG. Would you say you had the power to 2
with England that the internal tax on British clgarettes sold in this
country could not be raised?

Mr. Sayre. I would want to consult a good many lawyers before
I answered a question like that, sir.

Senator VANDENBERG. I think, on the basis of the Brazilian prece-
dent, your answer would be *yes.”

Mr. Sayre. I would want to consult a good many lawyers.

Senator VANDENBERG. Then we better consult a good many law-
yers before we extend this act.

Mr. SaYyrRE. Remember, S8enator—I come back again and again to
this—that these excise taxes are very peculiar, that with a single
exception there has been no binding of them apart from the trade
agreements with Colombia, with Brazil, and with Cuba. In those
trade agreements excise taxes on imported goods were bound only
with respect to commodities largely tropical and not directly com-
petitive with commodities in this country. * * *

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, in the Finance
Committee hearings on House Joint Resolution 96 references
were made by several witnesses to the matter of internal
taxes, excise taxes, and related subjects under the trade-
agreements program. The following witnesses commented on
this phase: Mr. Holman, pages 296, 297, 298; Mr. Wheeler,
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pages 325, 326; and Mr. Loomis, pages 505, 506. The testi-
mony of these gentlemen was directed, however, to the bread
question of “binding the hands of Congress respecting in-
ternal taxes,” and did not relate solely to the questionable
authority of the President to modify the excise taxes on coal,
oil, lumber, and copper.

When the joint resolution was being considered in execu-
tive session by the Finance Committee, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VanpENBERG] offered the following amend-
ment:

Provided, That after the ensctment of this resolution no trade
agreement shall include any provision in any way limiting the
power of Congress over internal taxes.

This amendment was rejected in the committee by a vote
of 13 to 5.

It might be pointed out that the report of the Finance
Committee contains reference to the continuance of excise
treatment under the original Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act, and it is naturally implied that the previous position
taken by the Department is approved by the committee in
its report.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, lest what I said a moment
ago might be construed as a reflection on Secretary Hull, will
the Senator from Missouri yield to me to make a short state-
ment regarding the Secretary of State?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. ASHURST. There is no man now alive for whom I
have greater respect than the present Secretary of State,
Mr. Hull. Indeed, I believe that his conduct of our foreign
relations has been as able and as noble as that of any previ-
ous Secretary of State, and in many particulars shines like a
beacon light on a dark and stormy ocean. The fact that I
think he is wrong in his view as to these reciprocal-trade
agreements, and that I believe they are baleful to our country,
does not indicate that I have lessened in my affection and
respect for Secretary Hull as a man. Indeed, it would be
very dull to have to go through life and be required to agree
with one merely because we were fond of him. At times we
disagree with Senators although we may have great affection
for them, and while I think that the Secretary of State is in
error in his conclusions as to these trade treaties, and while
I believe they will lead to no good to our country, and cer-
tainly no good to the Democratic Party, I should be lacking
in fairness if I failed to say that I esteem the Secretary of
S}i;s_tltieg as a worthy man and high-minded official of great
ability.

Moreover, Mr, President, I am not irritated because the
able Senator from Missouri has adverted to the colloquy of
1934. It is legitimate debate. He would be derelict in the
performance of his duty to present his ease if he did not direct
our attention to what occurred on the occasion to which he
refers.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Let me say to the Senator, if I
may, that I refer to that colloquy only for the purpose of
establishing what the understanding and belief in the Senate
were at that time.

Mr. ASHURST. I am so persuaded of the fairness and
propriety of presenting the colloguy that I had intended to be
in the Chamber at 12 o’clock today and to make a short speech
referring to it myself, to show how much we may be mistaken
in our estimates of men and measures. It seems odd when we
reflect that I could have believed in 1934 that Franklin D.
Roosevelt as President, and Secretary Hull as Secretary of
State, would have increased the tariff. I believed that, and
so did many other men whose processes of thought and
avenues of information were more nearly accurate than my
own.

I thank the Senator for yielding to me.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, President, I desire to refer to
just one or two remarks in the testimony which I have just
obtained permission to have inserted in the Recorp, and to
give a brief summary of the colloquy, because the question of
the power and authority of the administration, of the Presi-
dent of the United States to change the taxes on these very
four items was the subject of the debate. It was brought up
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by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VanpENBERG] who asked
tke direct question of the Assistant Secretary of State, Mr.
Sayre, as to whether he considered that under the provisions
of the act which was then sought to be extended the President
had a right to interfere with excise taxes. Mr. Sayre ex-
plicitly replied that it was his construction and that of the
State Department that under the provisions of the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act, having in mind the provisions of sec-
tion 601 of the Revenue Act of 1932, which specifically made
those excise duties part of the Tariff Act of 1930, the Presi-
dent did have the right to change those excise duties. Then
I asked the Assistant Secretary whether he meant to be
understood by that answer as contending that the President
or the State Department had the power to change domestic
excise taxes, such as the tax on cigarettes, or the tax on beer
or whisky, or the tax on gasoline or the so-called nuisance
taxes, and the Assistant Secretary of State drew a clear and
inescapable distinction between the two classes of excise
taxes, one being so-called excise taxes on imports which, by
the terms of section 601 of the Revenue Act of 1932, were
specifically import duties, and the other being the ordinary
internal-revenue taxes in this country, with which we have
always been familiar. He contended that it was the opinion
of the State Department that the first, that is, the import
excise duties, were affected and subject to the provisions of
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, and that the others
were not.

Every member of the committee understood that. I think
every member of the Senate understood it, and when the
measure came to the Senate floor the Senator from Michigan
offered an amendment to the joint resolution extending the
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act not dealing with these four
specific duties, but merely asserting that the President did
not have authority to change excise taxes. I have forgotten
what the vote was, but he got hardly enough votes to count,
and did not even have a roll call on it. So the record, so far
as any promises, or agreements, or understandings as to what
was to be done on this matter are concerned, is not as my
good friend the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarRrRaN] under=
stood it to be, from his statement this morning.

Mr. President, I insist that the action of the Senate itself
on June 4, 1934, in voting down the Long amendment freez-
ing these four excise taxes, is an indication that the Senate
did not want to do what is proposed to be done now under
the amendment pending before the Senate. I submit that
there is no rhyme or reason or justification whatever for
merely picking four items out of a thousand items in a tariff
bill and saying, “These are sacred. We have to be sure that
these particular items are to be sacred before we will let you
enter on a broad policy of upbuilding the foreign trade of the
DUnited States, and promoting the domestic prosperity of the
United States.”

Mr. HARRISON rose.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me to make some remarks?

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS (and other Senators). Vote! Votel

Mr. HARRISON. I may suggest to the Senator from
Nebraska and other Senators who suggest a vote, that some
Senators had been assured that they could leave today, and
that no vote would be taken today, because we have an
agreement to limit debate tomorrow.

LOANS MADE UNDER RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ACT

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it will be remembered
that week before last, in debate in the Senate on the agri-
cultural appropriation bill, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
TaArT] took issue with respect to the accounting and the work
done under the rural-electrification program, and said he
had been unable to obtain information concerning that
organization of the Government. He said particularly, as I
recall, that he had been refused information concerning it:
and at that time I promised to secure that information and
present it to the Senate. I have that information, and I
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shall now present it. The Senator also said he had seen
little or no evidence that the loans to be made under the
Rural Electrification Act “are really good loans,” and declared
that we ought to have figures to support the contention that
the R. E. A. loans are good loans. I agree that we should
have; but I do not agree that such evidence is not avail-
able. There is plenty of evidence, and I shall present some
of it as well as I can in a limited time.

I am profoundly interested in the rural-electrification pro-
gram, both in my own State of Tennessee and in the Nation
generally. The reasons are not far to seek. Countless
farmers tell us—and I know it is true—that our Government
has inaugurated few activities that have meant as much to
the farm family—in the terms of increased comfort, short-
ened hours of labor, lightened drudgery, and in general a
happier and worthier way of life—as the R. E. A. program.
Because of the contribution R. E. A. has already made, and
promises to continue to make, to the betterment of farm life—
because of its fine social and human values—I want to see its
work go on.

The achievement of R. E. A., now rounding out its fifth
year of financing electric distribution systems to serve the
farmers of the United States, is well known. I need do no
more than summarize briefly the high points of its program.
Since its establishment in May 1935, R. E. A. has allotted
approximately $270,000,000 to 689 borrowers, designed to
finance a quarter of a million miles of new rural electric lines
and a few generating plants that will make service available
to 850,000 farm families and other rural users. By the end
of February 1940, 579 R. E. A. financed systems had been
energized. These included 190,000 miles of lines, with 463,000
consumers already connected, and thousands more being
added each month. In addition, the work of R. E. A. has
acted as a powerful stimulus to the rural-development pro-
grams of private utility companies. In 1935, when rural elec-
trification was practically at a standstill, power-company ex-
ecutives declared that rural lines were being extended as
rapidly as was economically feasible. Yet since that date,
and since the Rural Electrification Administration program
got under way, the private utilities have extended electric
service to nearly as many additional farms as they had under-
taken to serve in the preceding quarter century. In the light
of their lethargy earlier, I think it is only fair to credit
R, E. A. with a large share in awakening the private com-
panies to the opportunities of present-day rural electrifica-
tion and in promoting the extension of service by R. E. A.
borrowers and by the utilities, in less than 5 years, to nearly
a million additional farms. For a more detailed account of
the progress of rural electrification I call the Senate’s atten-
tion to the statement inserted at page 4923 of the RECORD
of March 21, by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NORRIS],

The Administrator of R. E. A, in his annual report for
1939, submitted to the Congress on February 16, pointed out
in some detail the reasons why this unprecedented expansion
of rural electric service has been possible. Under R. E. A.
financing the cost of constructing a mile of rural line has
been sharply cut, from an average of around $1,500 a mile
to something like $750. Simplification of construction, adop-
tion of assembly-line methods, building of comparatively
large mileages under contracts let after competitive bidding—
all these factors have contributed to the economy of R. E. A.
construction. More important from the social point of view,
R. E. A. has insisted on the fullest possible development of a
given area, taking electric service to every farm that could
possibly be served, in clear and telling contrast to the older
practice of utility companies, which “skimmed the cream” by
serving only the more prosperous farms and condemning the
less well off to years of darkness and drudgery.

The question is often raised, “How is it possible for R, E. A.
borrowers to extend electric service on a self-liquidating basis
if private utilities cannot do so?” That question has been
asked more than once. It was implied In some of the re-
marks made in the debate on the appropriation for R. E. A.
here last Thursday. It is a fair question, and one which every
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friend of rural electrification is glad to answer. One answer,
I think, is the fact I have already cited—that since the estab-
lishment of R. E. A. the private utilities have come to realize
that widespread rural electrification is economically feasible.
No more convincing evidence is needed than the 600,000 farms
to which they have extended service in the past 4 or 5 years.
And yet, as Mr. Slattery’s report shows, there is even more
convincing evidence. Referring to the more favorable areas
in which R. E. A. has financed new electric lines, Mr. Slattery
states:

No further proof is required of the bright prospects of the R. E. A,

systems serving these areas than the repeated unsuccessiul attempts
the utilities have since made to buy them out.

In the less favorable areas, as the annual report of R. E. A.
further demonstrates, the combination of strict economy in
construction with education for fuller and more productive
use of the newly acquired electric power has produced a very
healthy outlook for most of these systems. And with the
growing sense of cooperation among the farmers served by
these lines, and their increasing knowledge of the value of
electricity when wisely and liberally used, the outlook seems
to become steadily healthier.

The junior Senator from Ohio alluded on Thursday to what
he considers a great dearth of specific information on the
financial condition of these R. E. A. financed cooperatives.
He seemed to think that no facts at all were available. On the
contrary, we find that the hearings of the House Appropria-
tions Committee contain considerable information on the
payments and defaults of nearly 100 R. E. A, borrowers. The
annual report of the Administrator—whose accuracy certainly
1 would never impugn—presents a series of facts that en-
courage my belief in the soundness of R. E. A. loans and R. E. A.
In particular I should like to call attention to the following
very pertinent statements appearing on pages 134-135 of the
R. E. A. report:

NO CHARGE-OFFS OR LOSSES

Under the Rural Electrification Act, the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration advances 100 percent of the funds necessary not only
for the building of the line but for other overhead incident to the
construction loan—such items as engineering fees, legal fees, etc,
Not a dollar of the loans, totaling over $176,000,000 advanced up to
December 1, 1939, has been charged off by R. E. A, or transferred to
an inactive account, although in financial experience generally such
charge-offs are quite common. No losses have been experienced on
any loans, and there have been no foreclosures.

DEFAULTED PAYMENTS

Twenty-seven Installments of interest and principal on out-
standing loans remained unpaid on June 30, 1939, and were
thereby defaulted. The borrowers, however, are being granted ex-
tensions of time to pay interest and principal in accordance with
section 12 of the Rural Electrification Act which authorizes the
Administrator to extend the time of payment of principal or
interest of loans for power systems for a period not in excess of 5
years. The payments allowed to become past due were in situa-
tions where the old 20-year-payment plan was in effect with its
accelerated scale of payment. None of these situations is a result
of impaired assets or operating conditions which cannot be reme-
died. In many instances the difficulty lay in the fact that circum-
stances beyond the control of the borrower, such as injunctions
by private interests, had delayed construction or energization and
the inflow of operating revenue. Some of the systems affected
have since shown an accelerated growth. The total of such de-
faulted payments was $65,616.30.

On R. E. A’s wiring and plumbing installation loan contracts,
under which $2,114,315 had been advanced up to December 1, 1939,
collections showed less than 1 percent delinquencies. No exten-
sions of time have been granted on any of these loans. Further-
more, full interest and principal payments begin 6 months after
the date of the note.

Especially encouraging is the fact that a number of R. E. A.
borrowers have made substantial payments well ahead of
the dates on which they were to fall due, as shown by the
following section of the Annual Report (p. 133):

ELEVEN BORROWERS PAY IN ADVANCE

Indeed, some of the earlier established systems have shown up
so well in point of revenues, that 11 of the cooperatives and other
borrowers have made—or, in one instance, is about to make—
substantial payments of interest and principal in advance. The
Green River Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation of Owensboro,
Ky., recently pald $6,000 to wipe out interest accumulated but not
yet due and made an advance payment on principal of $10,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

3765

Similarly, the Inter-County Rural Electric Cooperative Corpora-
tion of Danville, Ky., has requested authority for payment of 6,000
for interest charges not yet due, and of $4,000 in advance on
principal,

Eight other borrowers made interest and principal payments in
advance, repaying obligations which will fall due on various dates
in 1940 and 1941, These systems are: Illini Electric Cooperative, of
Champaign, Ill.; the Jackson County Rural Electric Membership
Corporation, of Brownstown, Ind.; the Amana Society Service Co,
of Amana, Iowa; the Maquoketa Valley Rural Electric Cooperative,
of Anamosa, Iowa; the Benton County Electric Cooperative Asso-
ciation, of Vinton, Iowa; the Salt River Rural Electric Cooperative
Corporation, of Bardstown, Ky.; the Pitt & Greene Electric Mem-
bership Corporaticn, of Farmville, N. C.; and the Duck River Electric
Membership Corporation, of Shelbyville, Tenn.

Another such borrower is the Anoka County Cooperative Light &
Power Association, of Ancka, Minn., whose system did not go into
operation until March 1838. In May 1939, little more than a year
after it began serving its farmer members, it found itself with a
substantial amount of cash in the bank from the excess of revenues
over operating costs. The only payment falling due on its loan was
one of about 1,000 for interest on June 1. On its own motion, the
cooperative paid to R. E. A. all interest which had accrued but
;vaogég not become due for some time, amounting to approximately

A few weeks later a tornado hit the cooperative’s system at the
one spot where it could do the most damage; it utterly demolished
the substation. The cooperative still had sufficient resources to
restore service and complete repairs.

The total of the advance payments made or about to be made
by the 11 borrowers mentioned is $79,594.70.

I believe that most people will agree with me that those
statements contain a good deal of specific information, and
that the disclosures of defaulted payments reveal considerably
more frankness than the Senator from Ohio has been willing
to attribute to R. E. A, Furthermore, when I asked the Ad-
ministrator whether he could bring those two figures, the
figures on advance payments and on defaults, a little more
up to date, he was good enough to provide me with figures for
January 1, 1940. By that date advance payments of interest
and principal made out of operating revenues amounted to
$140,643. I ask whether that is not an excellent showing,
particularly when we remember, as the Senator from Ne-
braska pointed out in the debate a few days ago, that all
rural electric enterprises, whether publie, private, or coopera-
tive, require a period of growth of perhaps 5 years before they
attain their full development. Not one of the systems financed
by R. E. A, has been energized for so long a time.

Installments in arrears on January 1, 1940, totaled $56,765.
In explanation of this figure, Mr. Slattery tells me that it
represents current delinquencies; that is, payments now over-
due according to the requirements of loan contraects now in
effect. The reduction over the earlier figure is accounted for
by rescheduling of the terms of payment, a subject to which
I shall return later. Here I wish simply to point out that the
early administration of R. E. A. set terms for the beginning
of payment of interest and principal on a very rigorous basis.
This was done with the intent of extension in particular in-
stances according to particular circumstances, such as delays
in construction and energization, and therefore the earning of
income, beyond the control of a borrower.

From time to time we hear demands from various quarters
that these new and still developing cooperative associations
submit, for public inspection, detailed reports of their opera-
tions. Some of them have done so. Other cooperatives have
been more cautious. R. E. A. has been cautious too, since it
is a fair question just how far the agency should go in reveal-
ing detailed figures on the cooperatives it has financed. A
banker would ordinarily consider it his duty to inform himself
of operations in appraising the soundness of a loan; but he
would certainly not consider it his privilege to disclose con-
fidential business reports. R. E. A. is in much the same posi-
tion. Moreover, when we trace the origin of some of these
demands for information, that caution seems only the part of
wisdom. Within the past 2 months an editorial demanding
such reports was circulated widely in many States. Some
cooperative officials, recognizing in its vituperative tone an-
other hand than that of the local editor, took the trouble to
find out the source of the editorial. Their investigations es-
tablished that it was the work of the Hofer syndicate, of
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Portland, Oreg., a so-called news service which, the Federal
Trade Commission hearings several years ago disclosed, had
collected $84,820 a year from various utilities and a like
amount from other industrial concerns. Of course, in send-
ing out the editorial the Hofer firm did not inform local
editors that it had ever received such subsidies.

I am told, too, that these cooperatives frequently receive
questionnaires from other agencies which are closely asso-
ciated with, or sponsored by, private utility interests. These
questionnaires attempt to probe deeply into figures on such
points as number of members connected, amount of energy
purchased at wholesale and sold at retail, rates, revenues, and
related items. Since the cooperatives are still in an early
developmental stage, it is perfectly natural that their show-
ing would be less favorable than it would be after they had
been in operation for a reasonable period. Every figure is,
therefore, a weapon to be turned against them, and I can,
therefore, see very clearly, and I believe that every true
friend of rural electrification can see, that the publication of
these figures at this time might in certain instances have a
very unfortunate effect on the R. E. A. cooperatives. Of
course, the Congress, which has the responsibility for author-
izing these loans, has the right and, indeed, the duty to satisfy
itself as to their soundness and the outlook for their repay-
ment. But we can—and should—do so without exposing
these young cooperatives to the hostile attacks of those who
would like to scuttle this program.

The Senator from Ohio asserted on the floor of the Senate
last Thursday that the R. E. A. financed cooperatives “have
not earned the interest” on their loans from the Government,.
This seemed without foundation, and I asked Mr. Slaitery,
the Administrator of R. E. A,, to give me some figures on it.
He has given me a statement which I should like to have in-
serted in the REcorp as a part of my remarks, It shows that
of the energized systems financed by R. E. A., 280 had, by
February 29, 1940, made payments of interest and principal
out of operating revenues. With reference to these payments
from revenues, I wish to call attention to one of the provisions
of many of the loan contracts covering this R. E. A. financ-
ing. Under this provision payments are not required until
30 months after the loan contract is executed. This fact in
substantial part accounts for the difference between the num-
ber of systems energized—579—and the number appearing in
this table—280—as making payments out of revenues.

Of course, the deferring of payments for 30 months does
not wholly account for the difference. Some of the R. E. A.
financed cooperatives have very small revenues as yet, and
have had to meet their early interest payments out of loan
funds, as so many new enterprises do. Some few are in
default, as I have pointed out. That fact, as I have already
shown, was candidly revealed in the 1939 annual report.
The report also reveals at least one very significant reason
for many of these defaults. On the earlier loans, a 20-year
maximum repayment period was provided for in the loan
contracts, with payments of interest scheduled to begin long
before anything approaching full development of the systems
could possibly have taken place. The Rural Electrification
Act of 1936 was drawn with a clear recognition of the need
for a development period, and authorized the substitution of
the 25-year maximum period of repayment. On a number
of these loans, therefore, the extension has been granted, and
where it appears desirable a rescheduling to the longer term
is now in process for other loans. All revisions that have
been made have been kept within the terms of the 25-year
schedule, while cn many other loans the 20-year terms have
been retained, even though they appear generally less appro-
priate, simply because there has been no need, thus far at
least, to change them.

The Senator from Ohio also remarked last Thursday that
if we could produce evidence that a single rural electric co-
operative has earned the interest on its indebtedness, he
thought it should be inserted in the Recorp. After a brief
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discussion of some figures I have obtained from R. E. A, I
shall be happy to comply with his reguest.

Now about Tennessee. Naturally, I am most keenly inter-
ested in the progress of the R. E, A. financed cooperatives in
my- own State, which lies in the T. V. A. area. It is, of
course, true that these cooperatives enjoy the benefit of the
unusually low T. V. A. rates for wholesale power. But, let
us remember that their retail rates are correspondingly low,
and that, moreover, they are operating in rural areas where
the average of farm income is low. I have looked into the
financial condition of the projects in Tennessee and I find it
very encouraging indeed. In December 1939 there were 13
projects in operation in my State, with 34,720 consumers
actually taking service. The gross revenue of these 13 sys-
tems for that month was $131,784. Their operating expenses,
including the ccst of purchased power, taxes, and deprecia-
tion, came to $95,610. This leaves an earned net revenue
of $36,174 to cover current interest expenses of $14,433, and
means that for the group as a whole interest expenses were
earned two and a third times. Up to December 31, 1939,
these Tennessee projects had made, cut of revenue, interest
and principal payments to R. E. A. totaling $84,339. Need-
less to say, some of them are doing better than others. One
of them has made no such payments at all. On the other
hand, a majority of them have made substantial payments
from their operating revenues. The Southwest Tennessee
Electric Cooperative, for example, had paid from revenues a
total of $21,609 up to December 13, 1939, while close behind
came the Volunteer Electric Cooperative, with $19,928. Or,
locking at the question from another point of view, the
Southwest Tennessee Electric Cocperative had an interest
expense for December 1939 of $1,447, while its net operating
revenue, available to meet these interest requirements, was
$3,444, or two and one-third times as great. The Volunteer
Cooperatives makes an even more favorable showing, with
$1,184 of interest expense and $4,654, or four times the in-
terest requirement, as net operating revenue. Certainly these
figures do not lead me to conclude, as the Senator from Ohio
has asserted, that it is doubtful that we shall ever get back
more than one-half of what we actually advance to these
R. E. A. projects. On the contrary, the figures seem to indi-
cate that by and large these R. E. A. loans will be, as they
are intended to be, self-liquidating.

In Tennessee we have a large rural population scattered
among our 95 counties. Lines financed by R. E. A. are already
energized in sections of 36 of Tennessee’s counties, and are in
progress in 16 others. I lock forward to the time when farm
families in every county in Tennessee will have the advan-
tages of low-cost T. V. A. electricity through their own R. E. A.
financed cooperatives. The number of Tennessee farms with
central-station electric service has tripled since December
1934, and yet nearly 90 percent of Tennessee’s 288,000 farms
are without service. In the eastern half of the State the need
for rural electrificaticon is especially acute. There hundreds of
thousands of hard-working, self-reliant men, women, and
children on the upland farms are still chained to primitive
hardship and toil. Their sinew and their backbone have
toughened the sinew and backbone of America; yet America,
in her progress, has until now largely passed them by. Elec-
tric power, in Tennessee as in every other State in the Union,
can do much to bring our farm people abreast of modern life.
It is our responsibility, through forwarding the R. E. A. pro-
gram, to see that it does.

I am proud of the progress Tennessee has made in this
fleld and hope the time may soon come when every county
and every farm will have rural electrification.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the tables and
other material presented in connection with this matter may
be printed in the REecorp at this point, as part of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.



Statement for December 1939 of siz Rural Electrification Adminisiration financed projects in Tennessee
ll_:late:;esntl am_id
'pring pai
Residential " to Rurn]
Numberof | average | Gross |Operating] Netrey- | Current | Times | gy pinea
Name of borrower consumers | kilowatt- | revenue “p'er et enue? | Interest ime:g tion Admin-
hour CEDUECRE] R T istration from
revenue to
Dee, 31, 1939
Tenn. 1. Volunteer Electric Coogemtlve 3,374 84.2 | $14,000 | $10,255 $4, 654 $1,184 3.03 $19, 928
Tenn, 16, Southwest Tennessee Electric Cooperative. 2,074 115.7 | 11,673 8, 3,444 1,447 2.38 l
Tenn. 19, Middle Tennessee Electric O 4,226 05.7 14, 904 10, 961 3,043 1,813 2.17 10, 960
Tenn. 20. Gibson Clountf Electric Cmperatlve- e 4,049 9.9 20, 550 12, 454 8, 006 229 3.63 3, 260
Tenn. 21. Duck River Electric Membership Cooperatlyve. oo 6, 047 88.8 28, B57 21, 230 7,427 3, 195 2.32 16, 910
Tenn. 23. Town of Dickson 1,167 70. 5 3,802 2,478 1,414 374 3.78 2,642
Total RAABY emiiuas -—-| 94,585 607 28, 978 10,242 2.83 75,218
1 This item covers costs including purchased power, taxes, and depreciation,

all o pamtinﬁ
1 Available for interest and principal repayments,
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ALABAMA

19, Clarke Washington Electric Membership Corpora-
R
18, C‘ullmnn ‘County Electric Membership Corpora-

23. Snuth Alabama Electric Membership Corporation.
ARIZONA

2. Btonewall Blectrie Co. o ocooicovmionociicanae
4. Ban Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District.__

AREKANSAS

'10, First Electric Cooperative Cor rntion
|11, Farmers Electric Cooperative ation__
'13. Arkansas Valley Electrie Goopem ve Corporation_
14. Arkansas Power & Light Co

15, Woodrafl Electric Cooperative Corporation. ...

CALIFORNIA

1. Imperial Irrigation District
6. Burprise Valley Eleetrification Corporation...______

COLORADO

7. Grand Valley Rural Power Lines, In¢.. . .....-
14 Ean Luis Valley Rural Electrlce%ooperative, Toe..
Morgan County Rural Electric Association_ ...
21‘ Stonewall Electric Co

DELAWARE

2. The Delaware Rural Electric Association. ceeeeea-.

FLORIDA

7. Florida Power Corporation

12, Florida Public Service...
GEORGIA

2. The Crisp Farmers Coo| tive Corporation___.___
9. North Georgia Electric Membership Corporation.-
8. The Rayle Electric Membership Corporation. -

16. Georgia Power & Light Co_ .. ...

17. The Planters Electric Memb(vshig Ctgporsh?ix_..-
ip orpora on..,

20, Troup County Electric Membocrs|
22, The Colquitt County Rural Electric Co....___....
31. Upson County Electric Membershi
24. The Carroll Electric Mombership orporation.....
35. The Walton Electrical Association. ... _____
37. Douglas Count%FIemic Membership Corporation.
42, The Altamaha

5L Snsppmg Shoals Power & Light Co___..__.______.
58, The Central Georgia Electric Membership Cor-

PO O e et e

85. lrwm County Electric Membership Corporation. .
66. Taylor County Electric Membership Cor tion_
ﬂ?.“The Satilla Rural Electric Membership Corpora-
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IDAHO
4, 6. North Idaho Rural Electric Rehabilitation Asso-
ciation, Ine__._.
10. Clearwater Valley Light & Power Association, Inc.

ILLINOIS

2. Wayne-White Counties Electric Cooperative_______]

4. Suburban Electric Corporation

ER
58

-:P‘
38
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LEXXVI—238

468, 07
1,822.44
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47, Federated
48. Central E ¢ Federated Cooperative Associa-

Interest Principal
nuxNos—eontinued
7. Farmers Mutual Electric Co. o oo ne oo ceccecanee $3,430.41 $2,473.52
18, Tllinois Rural Electric Co rani A 18 R )
21, Menard Electric Cooperative 7,481. 42 10, 934, 36
23. Rural Electric Convenience Cooperative e L 13,850. 49 14,832, 50
26, Eastern Illinois Power Cooperative 15, 076. 25 3,385.61
ois Electric Cooperative.________ ... ... F g R o o R
INDIANA
1. Utilities District of Western Indiana Rural Electric
Membership Corporation.. oo 1, 4171 2,328.24
6. Baone (‘ounty ural Electric Membership Cor-
ratiol 35,408, 24 89, 502. 60
7. Whltley ‘County Rural Electric Membership Cor-
PR O e el oul 19, 347, 57 24, 456, 07
8. Wabash County Rural Electric Membership Cor-
poration._ B 7. 247.82 11,438, 68
9. Mnrshall County Rural Electric Membership Cor-
Potabion., ezt o ool o coo s T 1,252.83 2,022.82
14. Shelhy County Rural Electric Membership Cor-
poration.____.____ BT i
16. 'ﬂen.ry County Rural Electric Membership Cor-
oy e I R s e e 2, 0637.19 11, 116, 92
18. Rush Cuu.uty Rural Electric Membershlp Corpora-
tion e 7,026, 61 635,69
21, Barthulomew County Rural Electric Membership
LTy e U R N S S S e e LYl g ) ER et
24, Carroll Cuunl.y Rural Electric Membership Cor-
e, <Dy B S R S S o i e | 9,430, 08 14, 855, 98
32, Hancock County Rural Electric Membership
Sorpotation =g e e L e 8,425. 75 2,184. 14
33, Hendneks County Rural Electric Membership
rgo _________________________________________ 18, 575. 54 16, 388, 65
nson Cuunzy Rural Electric Membership Cor-
pu L) A R L 13, 892. 50 4,010.25
59, Wny‘ne County Rural Electric Membership Cor-
PORBREION: e RS Cpe ity 531.45 814.62
74. Huntington County Rural Electric Membership
Corporation..._.. =t 14, 881. 55 24,638.72
80, Noble County Rural Electric Membership Cor-
Paration - S P e SR R e e 531.96 845. 00
€2, Jaclitsnn County Rural Electric Membership Cor- %36,
101 Central Indiana Power Co.._.... e e s 8,266 | o
10WA
5. Glidden Rural Electric Cooperative - ... 1,167. 42
6. Central Iowa Power CO- - oooomeoo 543. 60
9. Eastern Iowa Li ht & Power Cooperstlva.......-_. 14, 527. 03
11. Gowrie R leetric Cooperative Association.... 1, 473.70
12. Amana Soeiety Bervioa Ggs oo R 2,370. 21
14. Humboldt County Rural Electric Cooperative__._ 2, b46. 39
15. Harrison County Rural Electric Cooperative...... 1, 747. 68
16. Monona County Rural Electric Cooperative. 7,051, 20
18. Boone Valley Electric Cooperative. ___.__ i s 3,458, 18
18. Adams County Cooperative Electrie Co______.__._ 2,151.95
23, The South Crawford Rural Electric Cm tive._ 2,376, 67
26. Shelby Count; Rl.:rnl Electnc Cooperative........ 5,301. 30
27, Bucna Vista County R Electrie Cooperativs-- 2,745, 55
30. Franklin Rural Electric Cooperatlve, == LA, 10, 044. 85
31. Grundy County Rural Electric Cooperative._ 3,151. 01
82. Butler County Rural Electric Cooperative________ 700, 48
33. The Calhoun County Electric Cooperative Asso-
elghion: L e 9, 187. 26 |
34. Maquoketa Valley Rural Eleetric Cooperative____ 5, 204. 76
36. Wright County Rural Electric Cooperative...... 5,071.72
38. Pocahontas County Rural Electric Cooperative_ 2, 142. 60
39. Benton County Electrie Cooperative Association. 15,162.21
40. Pella Cooperative Electric Association 3,053. 67
43. Greene County Rural Electric Cooperative....___ 688,77
45. City of Maquoketa.__.__ .. - ... _... 3,089.70
rative Power Association 1,634. 87
70
36

tion
49, Hardin County Rural Electric Cooperative._.___ SH |

o
£3
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of payments made by borrowers fro

m revenues as of

Interest Principal Interest Prineipal
KANSAS MONTANA
8. The Utility Servieo Co. oo eonamenmccm s 280,71 $120.58 | 1. Ravalli County Electric Coo tive, Ine - $5, 050. 51 $1,415. 82
7. The Jewell-Mitehell Cooperative Electric Co., Ine_. 841990 foa ol - | 2 Sun River Electric Cooperative, Ine. ....._._. = 725, 58 1, 186. 82
13. The Brown-Atchison Electric Cooperative Associa- 5. Lower Yellowstone Rural Electric Assoclation.._ 735.33 1, 156. 65
B s S e e S e 3,178.26 378.81 | 9. Yellowstone Valley Electric Cuo;llcratlve, lnc... 1, 900. 88 1, (00 45
15, The D. S, & 0. Rurai Electric Cooperative Associa- 10. Vigilante Electric Cooperative, Ine_. ... 362, 60 584. 70
tion. Ine. 609, 46 978, 40 11. Banders Electric Cooperative, Ine_______________ R i f) RS
12, Mi la Electric C ative Inc 528.73 852,41
EENTUCEY
KEBRASEA
1. Kentucky Rural Electrification Co. oeee oo "~ 8,684.53 3,442.33
14, Henderson County Itural Electrification Associa- 1. Roosevelt Rural Public Power Distriet. .. ... LA O L o
e e e R N PN T M L e 5, 850. 96 416.41 | 2. Gering Valley Rural Public Power District__- 8, BOALTG 1E sp ro
18. Meade County Rural Electric Cooperative Cor- 8. Chimney Rock Public Power District 564. 40 006. 62
R N e S SNy 636.73 1,024.84 | 5 Bouthern Nebraska Rural Public Power District. - o I B
20 Jaeksun Purchase Rural Electric Cooperative Cor- ?‘ Southeastern Nebraska Rural Public Power District. 29, 700. 12 20, 490. 55
poration 678. 20 1,002.14 | 24 Lancaster County Rural Public Power District.___ 12, 686: 90 |
21. Salt River Rural Electrie (‘oopermva Corpm‘allon 17,804. 26 8,437.16 44. Eastern Nebraska Rural Public Power Distriet_ .- 24, 208, 80 694. 26
23, Taylor County Rural Electric Cooperative._______ [ e B S 51. Burt County Rural Public Power Distriet. . _____ 9,314. 45 1,023.09
miilnter-(}nunty Rural Electric Cooperative Corpora- P 5¢. Cuming County Rural Public Power District. ... LIS | s s
T e o T R S i S
80. 8helby Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation__ 481, 60 770,16 NEW JERSEY
. Green River Rural Electric Cooperative Cor-
poration..___..___. 13, 439. 27 10, 667. 85 4. Tri Colmty Ruoral Electric Co., In¢ o oo eeee o 3, 501. 38 £37.06
7. Ow;n County Rural Electric Cooperative Cor- Sl s i Sussex Rural Electric Cooperative.. 4, 740, 22 1,963.17
POTALION - e J "
b2, Flarnlng»Ma.son Rural Electric Cooperative Cor- NEW YORK
poration. 0 i 1,327.97 1, 656, 66
18. New York Btate Gas & Electric Corporation. ... 16, 385, 31 12, 820. 52
MARYLAND
NORTH CAROLINA
4, Bouthern Maryland Tri-County Cooperative Asso- ;
ciation. 5,608, 15 1,224.41 | 3. Wilson County Electric Membership Cor ion 9,068, 92 9, 638, 01
9. Tide Water Power Co____ _.__ ... .. ... ..o 9,019.76 18, 717. 10
MICHIGAN 14. Pitt & Greene Electric Membership Corporation. . L5085 39 Lo eeeiae il
15. Johnston County Electric Membership Corpora-
5. Southeastern Michigan Rural Electric Cooperative, J ;- A N D T = 226.94 8, 000, 00
R R e R e Pl I R 1,202.75 16. Edg be Martin County Electric Membership
28, Prlasqna Isle County Electric Cooperative Asso- Caorporatio albey 1,778.09 2,037.91
ciation_.. 1,437. 62 2,255.14 | 2. Caldwn]l Mutus] Cor; ion. 10, 027. 43 8, 315.03
a7, Thumb Electric Cooperative of Michigan......._. TR ——— --.. | 25 Rutherford Rural Electric Mutual Association,
88. Fruit Belt Electric Cooperative. .. oo ooeeeeas 603. 971. 94 Inc e ey ] 150. 56 241.73
27, Ocracoke iner SLINE Do o T ey 658, 39 3, 098,00
MINNESOTA 20. Pamlico Ice & Light Co o ) —————
41, City of Greenville. 190001 |oo ol a s
1. P. I. C. K. Cooperative Electric Association______ o 3,801.79 6,052. 07
3 Meeker Cooperative Light & Power Association_.__ 1, 976. 90 13, 583. 10 NORTH DAEOTA
-4, The Cooperative Light & Power Association of
I.ake DT T NS U O e e MU SR T S R 6,868.66 |_______.__.._. | 8. Baker Electric Cooperative, Ine._.__ ... ......... 415. 50 729,
9. Goodhue County Cooperative Electrie Association. . 8, 630. 18 13,532.90 | 11. Cass County Electric Cooperative, Ine. ... ...... 1, 986. 64 3,821.28
10, Carlton County Cooperative Power Association.__ 3, 600. 22 2, 696, 84
15, Wells Electric Association_______. 3, 064. 69 3, 066, 67 OHIO
18. Douglas County Cooperative Light & Power
AnmoORERtIoN: st e e e 9, 205. 07 3,950.16 | 1. Pioneer Rural Electric C ive, Inc. 86, 280.80 |oooo ioias
25. McLeod Cooperative Power Association.. ~ 26, 505. 25 16,718.58 | 24. Delaware Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc________. 6,127, 49 0,740.24
82, Tri-County Electric Cooperative_ __________ 7Y 4, 537.32 1,834.38 | 20. Inter-County Rural Electric Cooperative, Ine_____ 4,808.123 Lol
85. Brown County Rural Electric Association. . ] 8, 506, 96 5,400.66 | 30A, Marjon Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc_________ 6, 310. 44 846.49
87. Federated Rural Electric Association __________.__ 7,7568.00 11,303.07 | 31. Holmes Rural Electric Cooperalive, Ine.__ ) 20, 389, 35 11,010.02
48, Anoka County Cooperative Light & Power Asso- 83. Midwest Electric, Ine.________________ 8, 737.01 5,017.77
S e s pe e L 3, 508. 34 5,836. 56 | 41. Licking-Rural Electrification, Tne_____ 1,078. 56 , 650,
53. Steele Waseca Coo Semtlve Rlectrie o= c— - - 13, 935. 24 1,625.15 | 42. Darke Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc__ o R A
b4. Faribault County Cooperative Electric Association. 3, 601, 30 5,339.96 | 50. Union Rural Electric Cooperative, Ine. __._..._... 8,828.30 | . __________
55, Bouth Central Electric Association_ - ______________ 7,142, 14 6, 796, 90 55. Tuscarawas-Coshocton Electric Cooperative, Inc__ 1,350.92 1,955. 24
56, Crow Wing Cooperative Power & Light Co.__.... TPARA00 | o 56. Lorain-Medina Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.__ 80, 220, 62 9, 793. 34
60, Central Minnesota Cooperative Power Association = 59. Morrow Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc____ 2,251. 84 3,618.11
of Redwood County..... . T74.83 1,198.77 | 60. North Central Electric Cooperative, Ine_____ 1,018.02 2,852. 88
61, Freeborn-Mower Coopernti\'e nghl- & Power As- 65. Bouth Central Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc_._. 767.06 1,234.48
sociation. .. ... e 6,913.17 7,603.36 | 68A. Tri-County Rural Electric Cooperative, Ine____. ST e iini e
62. Wﬂghbﬂmepln Cooperative “Electric Association 1,101, 26 1,676.13 | 71. Logan County Cooperative, Power & Light Asso-
63. The Minnesota Valley Electric Cooperative.._ ... 2,752. 57 4,199, 58 ERtion: Il Tea o e e s 7,278.93 703.43
65, The Dakota County Electric Cooperative._ ... 1,411 75 3,042.47 | 74. Butler Rural Electric Cooperative, Ing__ g S
66. Nobles Cooperative Electrie. ... .. .. _____.._. , 592, 03 7,836, 75. North Western Electric Cooperative, Inc........_. H012.00 |-imaaa
Bl Mille Sasc Region Cooperative Power & Light
tion 3,857.20 2,926, 33 OELAHOMA
MISSISSIPPL 1. Cimarron Eleetric Cooperative..____. 2,796, 44 4,226, 63
2. Kay City Electric Cooperative. 3,647. 94 3, 370, 44
1. The Monroe County Electric Power Associatltm e 8,433, 77 6. Caddo Electric Coo::erative_. 1,272.01 1,970, 75
19. The City of Hﬂlly }i?rlngs 3, 406, 40 8. Earl W. Baker Utilities Co. 4, 463,36 9, 605.35
. Yazoo Valley Electric Power Assocl 6,077.22 10. Oklahoma Electric Cooperati 1,858.35 2,906, 88
21, Coahoma Electric Power Association 2, 154,99 12. Alfalfa Electric Cooperative, RN 4,443. 69 2,300.39
22, Central Electric Power Association. . 779.73 14. Red River Valley Rural Electric Associati B89 1T | S
23, Southwest Mlss;ssiP;Ji Electric Power 490, 68
24, North East Mississippi Electric Power Association_ 721. 656 OREGON
28, Coast Electric Power A istion.__. e 419,17
29, Four-County Electric Power Assoclation_______ | 605, 95 2, 24. Blachly-Lane County Cooperative Electrie
50. Natchez Trace Electric Power Association. .| 776. 63 Apgnelation. o o ot aeinsge Sarenn
5. Nehslem Valley Cooperative Electric Association
MISS0URI 14. Umatilla Electric Cooperative Association._.......
PENNSYLVANIA
18, Intercounty Electric Cooperative Association___ 2,900. 21 1, 578,45
19. Boone County Coope.mtive Electric Association. 845,71 1,367.37 | 4. Northwestern Rural Electric Cooperative Asso-
20. uri Rural Electric O mpem!, ve Association. _ i i A e L e R e e e 45 ] AR R
22. Howard County Electric Cooperative Association_ 882 6. Soulhweat Central Rural Electrie Coopv.‘.rutivo :
23, Lewls County Rural Electric Cooperative Asso- (‘or];lx: 3,814. 86 6,213.81
ciation.._..__.... L s 12. B lvem Counw Rural Electric Cooperative Ine.__ B8 |
24, Callaway County “Electrical Cooperatlva Assoda— 13. Tri-County Rural Electric Coeperative Associa- 10, 744,00 A2 SE
tion R e e 7 , 127,
26 Ra]h County “Electric Cooperative Association._ .. 14, The Central Rural Electric Cooperative Asso-
Northwest Missouri Electric Cooperative ... —— T b B P D e ) 7,017.07 11,069.79
2.5. Missouri G 1 Utilities Co. 15. Claverack Electric Cooperative, Inc. 6,217.41 9,124. 46
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Rural Electrification Administration, U. S. Department of Agricul-
ture—Report of payments made by borrowers from revenues as of
Feb. 29, 1940—Continued

Interest Principal
SOUTH CAROLINA
1, 9. State Rural F]ectrlﬁmt!on Authorlty | $30,226,84 $81, 035. 64
13. ‘Greenwood City, 8. O 0,441, 48 7,000, 00
SOUTH DAKOTA
8. Clay-Union Eleetric Corporation 1,201. 58 1, 585. 77
8. Union County Rural Power 00 - oo cemeeeeeeeo e T04. 83 1,132.51
7. Lincoln Union Eleetrie Co. LODE BT | el
TENNESSEE
1. Volunteer Electric Cooperative .. ... 12, 370, 67 5, 361. 86
9. Tri-County Electric Membﬂrshl& ration..... 2, 805,02 800.
16. Southwest Tennessee Electric Membership Cor-
poration. 13,072. 22 12,313.92
19. Middle Tennessee Electric Membership Curpor-
B e o e e S A e 16, 270. 11 273.12
20, Gibson County Electric Membership Corporation. 1, 99%. 68
21 Duck River Electric Membership Corporation. ...
22, Mayor and Alderman of Milan, Tenn. . .o voveeeeeee
23, Town of Dickson______ S e
24, Cumberland Electric Membership Corporation.._.
25. FPDL‘I Cumberland Electric Membership Corpor-
31 Plokwidk Riseteio Mermbership Gorporation .- 768. 53
82, Meriwether Lewis Electric Cooperative. oo = L7 ) T R
TEXAS
7. Bartlett Community Light & Power Co_----._-_-.. 3,027, 51
21. Belfalls Electric Cooperative, Ine____ 18, 006. 86
83. Cityof Bryan, Tex. ... .. ..___. 12, 140. 83
38, Hill County Electric Cooperative, Inc 2,154, 95
39. Farmers Electric Cooperative, Inc... 1,021, 11
41, Panola-Harrison Power Co_______... 4, 646. 12
44. Hunt-Collin Electric Cooperative ... ____.... 1, 057. 37
45. Limestone County Electr ccoopemtlve, {00 TON 1, 762, 30
46, Farmers Electric Cooperative, Inc 8,414.24 |_
47. Deaf Smith County Electrie Cooperative, In 035. 16
Denton County Electric Cooperative, Ine__________ 3,257. 38
DDH, City of Seymour.. 1, 740, 96
VIRGINIA
2. Craig-Botetourt Electric Cooperative._.______._.._. ] 4, 505. 20 7,001, 31
11. Bhenandoah Valley Electric Cooperativ | 12,920, 54 18, 746. 60
18. Tidewater Electric Service Co..o....... | 8, 755. 83 17, 203. 75
20. The Bull Run Power Co. .- cooome e | 4, 365, 59 4,674.77
22, Virginia Electric Cooperative .. SIS B - B 430.
27. Bouthside Electric Co___. 2, 737.37 4, 527
WASHINGION
8. Benton Rural Eleetric A iation vl LA
9. Oreas Power & Light Co_ . oo oo eeee 210. 22 337. 60
18. Inland Empire Rural Electrification, Ine.________. 3,203.717 5, 809, 47
WEST VIRGINIA
10, Harrison Rural Electrification Association, Ine.... BOE O T,
‘WISCONBIN
14, Oconto Electric Cooperative. v cceecec e 10, G L e
16. Head of Lakes Cooperative Electric Association___ 738, 4, 851, 55
19. Chippews Valley Electric Cooperative. -« oeeeean--] 1,240.19 1, 705. 52
21. Taylor County Electric Coo rstive_..__.__,...... B0 TR
25, Oakdale Cooperative El cal Association _______ 4, 548, 68 8, 507. 39
27. Buflalo Electric Cooperative . -« -ceeoeececccemmeeee BT e o
29. Clark Electric Cooperative: .. ... .coocaea-. et 10, 551. 22 9, 804. 02
81. Columbus Rural Electric Cooperative. . 15, 879.79 897.00
82. Pierce-Pepin Electric Cooperative______ 7, 188.32 10, 502. 81
35. Richland Cooperative Electric Associat 13,079. 70 18,197.12
37. Trempealean Electrie Cooparative.__._..____ 13,300.18 18,453, 52
38. Rock County Electrie Ooopemﬁvs Association_.__ 18,827, 42 4, 618,
40. Barron County Electric Cooperative. ... 5,885 10 e
41. Vernon Electric Cooperative. - oo 9, 78S, 64 15, 753. 60
45, Wisconsin Power Cooperative .- cvomemeecmcemaeee- 366. 588,
WYOMING
5. Big Horn Rural Eleetric Co_ v oo oo 035. 56 636,
6. Wyrnlee Co__ seilAh i 1,313.81 1,973.75
10. Wheatland Rural Electrie Association._ 2,004.43 717. 61
11. Lower Valley Power & Light, Ine______ 1,007.84 1, 605. 98
12. Garland Light & Power Co........ 1,239.76 370.99
13. Washakie Rural Eleetrie Co____._____._____________ 361,00 582,87
Total 1,038,519.93 | 1,168,483, 05

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Mr, BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.
The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
the consideration of executive business.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Herrmve in the chair)
laid before the Senate messages from the President of the
United States submitting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate
proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry
postmasters.

He also, from the same committee, reported adversely the
nomination of James Earl Evans to be postmaster at Car-
rollton, Mo., in place of Lee Dickson.

Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on the Judiciary,
reported favorably the nomination of William M. Lindsay, of
Kansas, to be United States marshal for the district of
Kansas, vice Lon Warner, removed. ?
NOMINATION OF MATTHEW F. M’GUIRE—EXECUTIVE REPORT OF THE

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, on behalf of the
Judiciary Committee, I submit a favorable report upon the
nomination of Matthew F. McGuire, of Massachusetts, to be
the Assistant to the Attorney General, vice Edward G. Kemp,
resigned.

Mr. President, I may say that Mr. McGuire was appointed
to the Department of Justice in 1934 as a special attorney
in the Criminal Division, and has steadily advanced through
the various degrees in the Department until he has now been
nominated for the second place in the Department.

He has the rather unusual distinction nowadays of having
been a school teacher, a newspaperman, and a most success-
ful lawyer. He was graduated from Holy Cross College with
a bachelor of arts degree in 1921. Thereafter he studied law
at Boston University, from which he was graduated in 1926.
In the meantime, in 1923, he established a weekly newspaper
at Charlestown, Mass., in the shadow of Bunker Hill. While
still a newspaperman, having already taught school in Boston
for a year, he entered upon the practice of law in the city of
Boston, where he was associated with the present Attorney
General of Massachusetts, Mr. Paul Dever.

He has had a notable career. In the Department of Justice
as a special attorney he aided materially in the drafting of
the law, popularly known as the Lindbergh kidnaping law.
His knowledge and experience were also called upon in the
writing of other Federal crime laws, which were enacted a
few years ago for the purpose of eliminating gangsterism.

This was followed by his promotion to be an associate of
the Assistant to the Attorney General. In that capacity he
supervised personnel, and, upon the resignation of Joseph B.
Keenan, Mr. McGuire acted as the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral. A year ago he was named to a newly created post of
Special Assistant Attorney General, and in that capacity
acted as liaison officer between the Aftorney General and
Congress and other agencies and departments of the Govern-
ment. He also handled confidential, special legal, and ad-
ministrative matters. The duties of the latter office will be
combined with the duties of his new important post.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nomination will be
placed on the Executive Calendar.

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk will
state the nominations on the calendar.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations
of postmasters on the calendar.

Mr. McKELLAR., Mr, President, I ask that the nominations
of postmasters on the calendar be confirmed en bloc, with the
exception of the first nomination on the calender, that of
Dorothy B. Keeling to be postmaster at Camp Taylor, Ky.,
which I ask go over under the previous request made by the
Senator from EKentucky.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nomi-
nations of postmasters on the calendar will be confirmed
en bloe, with the exception of the first nomination, which
will be passed over.

CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATION OF DOROTHY B. KEELING

Mr. BARKLEY. MTr. President, my attention was directed
to another matter for a moment. I wish to refer to the first
nomination on the calendar. For several days the nomina-
tion of Dorothy B. Keeling to be postmaster at Camp Taylor,
Ky., has gone over at my request, because I had received
some communications asking that it be held up. I have indi-
cated to those who protested that if there was anything they
could present concerning the qualifications or character of
this lady I would submit it to the Senate. But nothing of
that sort has been brought to my attention. It is rather a
contest between applicants for this appointment, and I have
no desire to hold it up any longer. I ask that the nomina-
tion of Dorothy B. Keeling to be postmaster at Camp Taylor,
Ky., be confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nomi-
nation is confirmed.

RECESS

Mr. BARKLEY. As in legislative session, I move that the
Senate take a recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 43 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
April 2, 1940, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Ezxecutive nominations received by the Senate April 1 (legis-
lative day of March 4), 1940

APPCINTMENT IN THE NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES
GENERAL OFFICER

Brig, Gen. Edward James Stackpole, Jr., Pennsylvania Na-
tional Guard, to be major general, National Guard of the
United States.

ProMOTIONS IN THE Navy
MARINE CORPS

Col. Alexander A. Vandegrift to be a brigadier general in
the Marine Corps from the 1st day of April 1940.

The following-named colonels to be colonels in the Marine
Corps, to correct the dates from which they take rank, as
previously nominated and confirmed:

Alphonse DeCarre from the 1st day of September 1938.

Samuel L. Howard from the 5th day of September 1938.

Lyle H. Miller from the 1st day of October 1938.

Ralph J. Mitchell from the 3d day of January 1939.

Archie F. Howard from the 1st day of February 1939.

Raymond R. Wright from the 1st day of April 1939.

Pedro A. del Valle from the 1st day of April 1939.

William G. Hawthorne from the 1st day of June 1939,

Lt. Col. Thomas E. Watson to be a colonel in the Marine
Corps from the 1st day of July 1939.

Lt. Col. William C. James to be a colonel in the Marine
Corps from the 21st day of August 1939.

Lt. Col. Thomas E. Bourke to be a colonel in the Marine
Corps from the 1st day of November 1939.

Lt. Col. LeRoy P. Hunt to be a colonel in the Marine Corps
from the 1st day of January 1940.

Lt. Col. Clifton B. Cates to be a colonel in the Marine Corps
frem the 1st day of April 1940.

Lt. Col. Leo D. Hermle to be a colonel in the Marine Corps
from the 1st day of April 1940.

The following-named majors to be lieutenant colonels in
the Marine Corps from the 1st day of April 1940:

Herman R. Anderson

Julian P. Brown

Merritt A. Edson

Pay Clerk Norman C. Bates to be a chief pay clerk in the
Marine Corps, to rank with but after second lieutenant, from
the 18th day of December 1939.
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CONFIRMATIONS
Ezrecutive mominations confirmed by the Senate April 1
(legislative day of March 4), 1940
POSTMASTERS
CONNECTICUT
Albert C. Santi, Ivoryton.
Frederick J. Bielefield, Middletown.
Patrick J. Goode, New Haven.
KENTUCKY
Dorothy B. Keeling, Camp Taylor.
LOUISIANA
Mrs. Leonard C. Davenport, Mer Rouge.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Ruth N. Ray, Chester.
Leon A. Warren, Groveton.
Arlene S. R. Wells, Haverhill.
PENNSYLVANIA
Joseph P. Duffy, Bristol.
Allen J. Stevens, Carlisle.
Vesta Alice Swartz, Dauphin.
James F. Donahue, Kennett Square,.
George L. Corrigan, New Hope.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MoNDAY, APRIL 1, 1940

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we praise Thee that Thou hast made Thy-
self known to us through Jesus Christ our Lord. Through
Him we have words for our tongues, thoughts for our minds,
and light for our eyes; oh, be Thou unto us a Saviour. Take
from our hearts our burdens as we help others to lift theirs.
Keep us from being narrow and willful, that our daily desire
may be to walk with Thee in new strength, new beauty, and
in new joy. Heavenly Father, if faith is the victory that over-
cometh the world, arm us with its power; if it be better to
minister than to be ministered unto, teach us that the lowliest
duty done is the highest service unto Thee; if love is better
than hate and will help us bear all things, endure all things,
and will last when prophecies fail and tongues cleave the
dust, O God, wing our words that they may reach the hidden
depths of many a heart. Scatter every cloud of doubt, that
we may gather from the fields of abounding faith the living
sheaves that are to be written in the Lamb’s Book of Life.
In the holy name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, March 29, 1940,
was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed a joint resolu-
tion of the following title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S.J. Res. 200. Joint resolution to provide for participation
of the United States in the Golden Gate International Ex-
position at San Francisco in 1940, to continue the powers
and duties of the United States Golden Gate International
Exposition Commission, and for other purposes.

FIRST DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL, 1940

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the hill (H. R.
8641) making appropriations to supply deficiencies in certain
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, to
provide supplemental appropriations for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes, with Senate amendments thereto, insist
on the House disagreement to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the Senate,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objecticn to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
TayLor, WoobrRuM of Virginia, Canwon of Missouri, LupLow,
Swyper, O'NEar, Joanson of West Virginia, Taper, WIGGLES-
WORTH, LAMBERTSON, and DITTER.

WORK PROJECTS ADMINISTRATION

Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Speaker, I rise to urge the Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations that handles the money for the W,
P. A, to bring in a resolution appropriating sufficient money
to keep 2,100,000 people on the W. P, A. rolls during May and
June. This morning I had a conference with Col. F. C. Har-
rington, Administrator of the W. P. A., who stated that while
they had reduced their rolls for the month of April 200,000
below the number carried during March, he had not made any
announcement as to what might happen during May and June.
Colonel Harrington stated that during the month of March
2,300,000 people were on the W. P. A. rolls and that the money
allocated to the various States for the month of April would
only take care of 2,100,000 and that they started to work on
that basis today.

Colonel Harrington further advised me if the W. P. A. rolls
are to carry 2,100,000 during May and June, about $38,000,000
additional will be needed by the W. P. A. This was in response
to my inquiry. I also find that there are 1,000,000 people in
the United States who, after an investigation, have been cer-
tified as being eligible for employment on W. P. A. who cannot
be taken care of due to a lack of funds. These people are out of
employment, have dependents, and naturally must look to the
cities and States for assistance. I further learned that the
W. P. A. has only been able to put back to work two-thirds of
the number who were furloughed as a result of the 18-month
clause in the existing law, that the balance, one-third, have
been certified, all have dependents, but cannot be taken care
of unless additional money is secured. It is my understand-
ing that vacancies are not being filled as W. P. A. workers
resign to accept private employment, but the number resign-
ing is not sufficient to absorb the entire reduction that is
necessary.

I am in favor of reducing expenditures where it is possible
but not at the expense of men and women who have de-
pendents who cannot secure work in private industry. A
critical situation confronts the country, and I cannot see how
the Congress is going to be able to refuse to appropriate addi-
tional money for W. P. A., not only between now and June 30,
but for the next fiscal year. Business will certainly feel this
reduction as the purchasing power of the people is being re-
duced. The cities and States say they will be unable to carry
any additional load. Iknow in my State and city money avail-
able for direct relief will not enable St. Louis and the State of
Missouri to take care of those who will be necessarily fur-
loughed from W. P. A. if additional money is not made avail-
able.

Colonel Harrington will appear before the Appropriations
Committee Tuesday and make a detailed statement in refer-
ence to the situation and I hope the committee will act imme-
diately on a deficiency appropriation. [Applause.]

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr, VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, my purpose in
asking for this 1 minute was to reemphasize many of the
things the gentleman from Missouri has said and to add just
one more statement. The time for a reduction in Govern-
ment employment of the unemployed is when private employ-
ment is increasing. That time is not now. It would require
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$86,800,000 to prevent any cuts in the W. P. A. rolls for the
balance of this fiscal year. As a means of making this propo-
sition definite, I am today introducing a deficiency appropria-

ion bill to provide that amount of money for W. P. A. employ-
ment between now and the 1st of July.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there cobjection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I have placed on the Clerk’'s
desk this morning a motion to discharge a subcommittee of
the Committee on Appropriations from the further considera-
tion of the bill H. R. 7240, which was introduced by me last
year following the consideration of the relief bill by the House.
This bill does the same thing the House did when it placed
in the relief bill a provision that heads of families aged 45
and over should not be subjected to the automatic lay-off
under the 18-month employment clause.

HOUSE ACTION RECALLED

If the Members of the House will recall, when the emer-
gency relief appropriation bill of 1939 was before them, an
amendment, which I sponsored and which is recorded on page
7363 of the CowncrEssionar REecorp of June 16, 1839, was
agreed to in the Committee of the Whole by teller vote and
remained in the bill as passed by the House. However, the
provision was later stricken in conference.

The amendment provided for the exemption of heads of
families, 45 years of age and over, from the automatic sepa-
ration from the Work Projects Administration at the end of
an 18-month period of employment.

My astonishment at the action of the conferees was prop-
erly expressed when the conference report was presented to
the House on June 30, and my remarks at that time were as
follows:

An exemption to the automatic 60-day lay-off for heads of
families—men and women—45 years and over with dependents was
my amendment passed in the House by a teller vote; and now to
realize that that humanitarian provision has been eliminated by
the conferees comes as a distinet surprise to the membership of this
body. In my copinion, the W. P. A., by the very nature of its set-up,
ehould be a secure place for those in need of its humanitarian pro-
visions, especially those of the age referred to and heads of families.
Everyone knows a man or woman with dependents can save nothing
on W. P. A. wages. The dread of the automatic lay-off period will
prove a continuous worry throughout the period of employment.
Perhaps legislation to correct this injustice is the answer,

Time has demonstrated the truth of my prediction. You
will note that my remarks were concluded with the statement,
“Perhaps legislation to correct this injustice is the answer.”

CORRECTIVE MEASURE PROPOSED

Accordingly, on July 14, I introduced in the House, H. R.
7240, a bill to exempt certain persons with dependents from
the provisions requiring separation from the Work Projects
Administration rolls at the end of 18 months, which bill has
been referred to the Appropriations Committee. In sub-
stance it champions the rights of heads of families, 45 and
over, and seeks the same results as my amendment to which
I have just referred.

Although it was manifestly the will of this House to include
this exemption in the original bill, to date no action has
been taken by the committee. Therefore, I am asking the
Members of Congress to sign a petition which was placed on
the Journal clerk’s desk this morning. This is a motion to
discharge the committee from consideration of H. R. 7240
and will bring this measure to the floor. As I stated, this
matter has already been discussed and adopted, but ‘in view
of later evidence and obvious need for such corrective legis-
lation, I suggest that we once more study the subject.

SURVEY PROVES INHUMANITY OF AUTOMATIC LAY-OFF

In July and August more than 775,000 W. P. A. project
workers were dropped from their jobs in accordance with the
18-month provision of 1939 Relief Act. In November, 2 to 3
months after their dismissal, a survey was made covering
138,000 of these workers in 23 large and representative cities.
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The facts of this survey, which was conducted by the Re-
search Division of the Work Projects Administration, were set
forth in a report by Col. F. C. Harrington, Commissioner of
the Work Projects Administration, to the gentleman from
Virginia, Representative Crirron R. Wooorum, of the House
Appropriations Committee, on January 26, 1940. The facts
set forth in this survey are such as to prove the correctness
of the decision of the House when they wrote the provision
protecting from dismissal from the service, heads of families,
45 and over. What does the survey show as to W. P. A. work-
ers dismissed under the 18-month rule, known as the dis-
missal clause? In spite of the fact that the dismissals oc-
curred during a period of sharply rising industrial activities,
less than 13 out of every 100 were found to have jobs as
much as 3 months after the lay-off. Approximately half
of these having jobs were earning less than the security
wage they previously had earned on the W. P. A.

Colonel Harrington explained that the number finding jobs
was no greater proportionately to those who would have left
the rolls of their own accord, since voluntary separations have
averaged over 100,000 a month during the last calendar year.
The majority of these leave the W. P. A. to take jobs in private
employment.

The survey also brought out that as late as November, of
the 87 out of each 100 who did not have jobs, 28 were on local
relief rolls, 27 have been reassigned to the W. P. A. and 32
were without public support of any kind, save what they could
procure through surplus commodities. More than three-
fourths of those who had not returned to the W. P. A. in
November were subsisting on incomes below their previous
earnings as project workers. In none of the 23 cities surveyed
was the average income of this group—including wages of
those privately employed, relief grants, and the value of food,
fuel, and clothing distribution—as much as $14 a week. In
10 of the 23 cities it was less than $5. More than 100,000 of
all those dismissed had no income whatever in the 2 weeks
preceding the survey. Dismissals in accordance with the
provision between July 1 and August 31 totaled nearly one-
third of the total number employed as of July 1.

The study indicates that the average weekly earnings of
those who had jobs when interviewed in November was $17.22,
while 21.2 percent received less than $10 per week. The most
critical conditions were experienced by those workers—nearly
one-third of all those dismissed—who did not have private
jobs when interviewed in November, who were not returned
to the W. P. A, and for whom no direct relief was available.
Forty percent of this group reported no income whatever
during a period of 2 weeks before they were interviewed.

In summary, the results of this survey, which was made 2
to 3 months after the dismissal of these 775,000 W. P. A.
workers, are set forth below:

CHART A
Number of | Percentage
Btatus individuals| " of total

Private jobs__ 04, 225 127

Without jobs (no prwate. W ork I’ro;ects Administration,
T0E Dipesb pelial) s S S o e R e 249, 550 32.2
{On reliel__ e, S 220, 100 28.4
Reassigned to Work Projects Administration & 211, 1256 26.7

CHART B

Total weekly family income of workers separated in accordance with

the 18-month provision who were not reassigned and who were
not receiving direct relief

Weekly income: Percentage
No income = 20
$0.01-$4.99 19.2
$5-$9.99._ 13.4
$10-814.99 11.2
$15—810 9'9 SR e Ig. ‘:}
$25 or ovar 9.7

100.0

1Average income, $5.60 per week.
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Total weekly family income of workers separated in accordance with
the 18-month provision who were not reassigned to W. P, A

Income; !
No income
$0.01-84.99
$5-$9.99
$10-$14.99
$15-$19.99 %
$20-824.99_
$25 or more_

Income compared with former W. P, A. wages:
Higher
Same.

Percentage
17.7
18.3

21.7

7.2

11.8

- 6.3

7.2

20.5

2.3

Lower. 7.2
‘Average income, $8.23 per week.

This break-down of the facts is a compliment to the deci-
sion of the House of Representatives, but a sad commentary
on the action of the conferees in permitting this humani-
tarian amendment to be stricken from the bill.

THE HOUSE WILL HAVE ITS WAY

I know the temper of this House. I feel I know their in-
terest in the fathers and mothers, heads of families, forced
to rely on the W. P. A. Therefore I know that it will come
as a shock to all of you when you realize that 37 percent of
the thousands of these workers who were dismissed were 45
years of age or older. These are the persons who have fought
a losing battle and who have come to a point where they are
no longer wanted by private industry. But because of the
clause in the relief act were forced out of the ranks of the
W. P. A. in spite of the fact that they have dependents looking
to them for the necessities of life.

As T have said, the House tried to protect this large group
who are heads of families, but because of the action of the
conference the wishes of the Members were disregarded. It
was stated by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woobrum]
that he could not see the “inhumanity” in the 18-month
dismissal clause; in fact, he considered that it was “eminently
proper and fair.” But now, in view of the facts which have
been made known to us by the Work Projects Administra-
tion survey, we know that it has been anything but humani-
tarian in its results.

When we realize that 37 percent of the persons dismissed
under the clause are 45 years of age or older, then we can
understand the terrific hardships which have resulted from
the conference action in eliminating the exemption of these
people from the harsh dismissal clause.

PLEA TO SIGN DISCHARGE PETITION NO. 27

In conclusion, I make a plea to each of you as individuals
and to all of you as Members of the House of Representatives
to sign discharge petition No. 27 in order that we may rectify
the errors of the past. Not a person can doubt my sincerity,
and I was never more sincere than I am this morning. This
injustice to the heads of families 45 years of age and over
should be corrected. It is the duty of this House, and there
is no more powerful manner in which to present the will of
this House to the Subcommittee on Appropriations having this
matter under consideration than to sign this discharge peti-
tion No. 27. 1 ask your cooperation.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that today, at the conclusion of the legislative
program of the day and following any special orders hereto-
fore entered, I may be permitted to address the House for
30 minutes,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the business in order on Calendar Wednesday next may
be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS
Mr., HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
two letters to the Attorney General.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?
There was no objection.
THE CENSUS

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlemdn from Colorado?

There was no objection,

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Mr. ‘Speaker, in view of the
hullabaloo raised by some of the Members of the House and
of the Senate concerning a few of the questions on the sched-
ules for the Sixteenth Census, I believe it is well to realize
this hullabaloo is not universal throughout the Nation. Ob-
jections, based on claims that the census questions viclate con-
stitutional rights, and dire forebodings that they threaten the
integrity of our American democracy and even the Republic it-
self, do not appear to be shared by the citizens of the First
Congressional District of Colorado. The intelligent and ever-
alert people of Denver are always most jealous of their
liberties. I am happy to say they are never hesitant about
protesting vigorously to their Representative when they be-
lieve their rights are threatened. But I have not received
from them any protests whatsocever concerning the census
questions.

Probably the people of Denver realize that the confidential
nature of their answers to the census questions will be guarded
as inviolate. Doubtless also they have in mind that all
enumerators and other census officials have been sclemnly
admonished to guard jealously the confidential nature of
these communications, and that, by act of Congress, viola-
tion of such admonition is subject to heavy penalties.

The opinion of an eminent educator of Colorado, Mr. Rob-
ert G. Dunbar, assistant professor of history at the Colorado
State College of Agriculture and Mechanic Arts at Fort Col-
lins, Colo., is also significant. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert, at this point in the REecorp, a
letter from-him to me on this subject. Mr. Dunbar points
out the statistical value of the information sought and that
“similar gquestions have been asked in previous censuses—the
seventh, eighth, and ninth—without serious consequences
to the Bill of Rights and American democracy”; and that
“the American farmer has answered questions of this nature
for decades.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

The letter referred to follows:

COLORADO STATE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE AND
MECHANIC ARTS AND EXPERIMENT STATION,
Fort Collins, Colo., March 13, 1940.
LAwRENCE LEWIS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear ConGrEssMAN: The newspapers report the attempt that is
being macde by some Members of Congress to delete from the Six-
teenth Census the schedule concerning wages and salaries.

It would be unfortunate if such a deletion took place. It is true
that the census could be taken without the schedule, as it has been
before, but the addition of the information on the national income
will make it much more valuable. No other information will give
as good an index of the economic and social conditions of the
Nation at the end of the critical fourth decade of the twentieth
century; no other schedule will be more valuable to American legis-
lators, sociologists, economists, and social historians. Similar gques-
tions have been asked in previous censuses (the seventh, eighth, and
ninth) without serious consequences to the Bill of Rights and
American democracy; in truth, the American farmer has answered
questions of this nature for decades.

I therefore urge that you do everything possible to keep the
schedule on wages and salaries within the Sixteenth Census.

Yours truly,
RoBErT G.

DUNEAR,
Assistant Professor of History.
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PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. GEYER of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. GEYER of California. Mr. Speaker, 23 years ago the
6th of this month, this Nation made a declaration of war.
One year before that date the people little thought that
would be the course of affairs.

The world is now once again engaged in mortal conflict,
and we have thus far escaped participation in it.

Our citizens are anxiously watching every act of the Na-
tion’s men in public life. The slightest rumor of approach
to the brink of war causes them grave concern.

A recent speech of one of our foreign representatives has
not added to our people’s peace of mind.

White books, issued by foreign governments, even though
we know them to be mere war propaganda, sends the whole
Nation into a state of jitters.

It seems to me that now is the time for national leaders
in all departments of the Government to reassure our people
that it is our determination to remain at peace. As 23 years
ago we declared war, we should, in commemoration of that
day, now declare peace; that is, declare that it is our policy
to remain at peace. Accordingly I have introduced into this
House a concurrent resolution asking that next Saturday,
April 6, be set aside for the proper observance of this day.
The resolution provides for a joint session of the Senate and
House. That to that session the President and his Cabinet
and such others as is customary on such occasions be invited.
It also provides that the President shall at that time address
those assembled and the Nation at large on the subject of
peace, stressing our determination to stay out of the conflict.
I hope the Rules Committee will see fit to report the reso-
lution. [Applause.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. CRAVENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include a short edi-
torial from the Fort Smith Times-Record.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arkansas?

There was no objection,

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein a short editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
speak for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I received word this morn-
ing from the W. P. A. Administrator that the quota in Mon-
tana would be cut down from 14,600 for the month of March
to 12,025 for the month of April. This is going to bring an
untold hardship upon our needy people. We have white peo-
ple—men, women, and children—in Montana who are without
work and in dire need. We have Indians who are now, and
have been during the winter months, living in tents without
sufficient clothing or food, and this reduction in relief is going
to increase the acute distress condition. We seem to have
money to take care of the needy in foreign nations, and my
thought is that charity begins at home. I fully realize that
looking after your own people and attending to your own
business does not make headlines, but I want to say that we
had better give more attention to the economic needs of our
own people than we have been, or else we may not have to
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look 3,000 miles across the water for trouble. We are not men-

aced by any foreign nation in the world, but unemployment is

stalking this country, and we had better take heed before it is

too late. Therefore let us give our attention to home affairs.
[Here the gavel fell.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein an
article appearing in the April issue of the National Grange
Monthly, which includes a statement by Louis J. Taber.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon.

There was no objection.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the ReEcorp and to include therein a
brief editorial appearing in the Palladium Item, of Richmond,
Ind., of March 28.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include
a short letter from W. W. Chapin, publisher of the California
Argonaut, and to insert an editorial on the national block-
booking bill from a nonpartisan standpoint.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise
and extend my remarks in the Recorp, and I also ask unani-
mous consent that I may proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, the thing that seems to concern
the gentlemen on the right-hand side of the aisle is what
they are going to do about relief, and then they say that we
cannot look to industry to provide complete employment. I
want to say to the Congress that if we had as much red blood
in our veins to try to get up here and help the people of this
country get jobs as we have to get them a dole, we would give
them jobs by changing some of the laws that we have enacted
here in the last 4 or 5 years and give industry an opportunity
to go ahead and do something without being harassed by
the National Labor Relations Board. This will do more to
give jobs than any other one thing that we can do and will
take people off the dole.

I believe it is time for us to give recognition to some of the
things that are going to provide employment for people in
private industry and take them off of the dole. This is what
we want to do, and we can do it if we will only act wisely and
Jjudiciously.

If we were as interested in getting people jobs in industry
as getting votes we would help those on the dole. We would
help the country and probably this would not be called April-
fool day. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. THORKELSON. Mr. Speaker, I have two unanimous-
consent requests to make. I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks in the REcorp and to include a quotation from
the Gold Reserve Act, and I also ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorp and to include quotations
from the Gold Reserve Act and from opinions of the Su-
preme Court,.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Monfana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include a short edi-
torial from one of my papers.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection,

WITHDRAWAL OF PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw my request for time this afternoon at the close
of the business of the day. I shall not desire to use the time.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. THILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by including thereth a radio
address delivered by my colleague the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisg]. '

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks and print in the Recorp a tribute by the
United States Maritime Commission to the late Joseph R.
Sheehan, former executive director of the Commission, and,
at the time of his death, president of the American President
Line.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

W. P. A. APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to proceed for 1
minute and to revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, it would be a violation of
the rules of the House to question the accuracy of the state-
ments made this morning by the gentleman from Montana
[Mr. O'Connor] and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CocrraN], who spoke about the need for W. P. A. appropria-
tions in their respective States. What I am wondering now
is how their statements can be true—and I refer to the
picture they painted as to the dire distress, the overpowering
need for further relief appropriations, the millions of unem-
ployed; how these things can be, after the more than 7 years
of reform and recovery legislation which they have given us;
after the expenditure of some $65,000,000,000;: after the addi-
tion of more than $25,000,000,000 to the national debt—all
expended under the prescription of the gentleman in the
‘White House, who knew just what was wrong with us as a
Nation; who knew the remedy which we needed to bring about
a full recovery and who promised, if we would let him pre-
scribe, that he would cure all our ills.

Is the picture which was painted by the gentlemen—the
one from Missouri, the other from Montana—untrue? It
seems not. Rather it appears that our doctor has been ad-
ministering quack remedies and that, as a physician and curer

, of domestic ills, he is, by the results, shown to have been a

failure. [Applause.]
EXTENSION OF REMARKS
Mr. LANDIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

extend my remarks in the Recorp on two subjects, Educa=
tion and the United Mine Workers.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorp and to include an article
by Mr. Carl H. Wilken, secretary of the Raw Materials
National Council, on reciprocal-trade agreements.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 1 minute and to extend and revise my remarks
in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.
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TRANSFER OF UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE TO DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR WOULD BE A MISTAKE

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, in a newspaper article on
Saturday the statement was made that some 40,000,000 acres
of land in the United States forests under the jurisdiction of
the United States Forest Service would probably be trans-
ferred to another department of the Government. I call the
attention of the Members of the House to what is being done
under one of those acts of consolidation which was passed
in the interest of economy last year. As far as I know—and
I stand subject to correction if I am not correct—the only
thing that has been done under those acts authorizing the
executive branch of the Government to consolidate depart-
ments and transfer from one to the other has been a letter-
head-paper proposition.

In other words, the Bureau of Fisheries, for example, is still
the Bureau of Fisheries, but under the legislation passed in
1939 it has been transferred from the Department of Com-
merce to the Department of the Interior. There was no
attempt at any economy, and there has been none. We just
have a new letterhead reading “Department of the Interior”
instead of “Department of Commerce.”

This particular transfer may or may not be a good one. In
fact, it may or may not be necessary. But it does show how
tremendous power is centralized and placed in the hands of
cne man. Congress, which appropriates the money necessary
for bureaus and commissions and departments, should never
have surrendered its prerogative,

All of you will recall that in 1939 attempts were made to
transfer the national forests, which are under the supervision
of the United States Forest Service, to the Department of the
Interior, There were so many protests that such a transfer
at that time was reported to be abandoned. The United States
Forest Service had done fine work, and no one had any valid
reasons why it should be interrupted. After all, its primary
purpose is forestry, not recreation.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I want to register a protest against
this new proposal which was announced in the newspapers
under date of March 30. Bear in mind that these reorganiza-
tion proposals have now passed out of the hands of Congress
and can be done by the President, and unless Congress takes
affirmative action to disapprove his procedure it has the effect
of a law,

This newspaper announcement indicates that about 40,000,-
000 acres of the forest land is to be transferred under another
reorganization decree, In the district which I have the honor
to represent there is the Superior National Forest, The United
States Forest Service is doing splendid work in that district,
and the sentiment of the people in that territory is not favor-
able to having the United States forests transferred to the
Department of the Interior.

There is no greater conservation agency in the Government
than the Forest Service, and its policies ought to be continued.
We do not need a national park in northern Minnesota, and
those who think otherwise are not familiar with conditions
in that section.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Minne-
sota has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. GEYER of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include
an article from the Christian Century.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

BUSINESS CONDITIONS

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, just because it is an oppor-
tunity to do so, I have asked for 1 minute to call attention
again to the New York Times Business Index of yesterday.
The business index is still going down like a rocket. I do not
know that that will affect the State of Montana but I predict
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that business conditions are due for a much greater fall than
is seen at present. I want the gentleman from Montana [Mr.
O’Conworl, who sits beside the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Woobrum 1, on whom he must rely for funds this year, to some
day tell why this condition seems now so constant in Mon-
tana, and whether he sees any hope ahead of conditions there
being better.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes,

Mr. O'CONNOR. It will take more than 7 years for this
country to recover from the wreck left after the 12 long years
preceding the 7 years.

Mr. GIFFORD. That is exactly what I thought the answer
would be, and it is such an evasive answer that I would not
take time to reply to it if afforded under my request.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

BUSINESS CONDITIONS AND FARM PRICES

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute and to extend my remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

CURRENCY EXPANSION

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, the condition to which the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Girrorp] referred evi-
dently exists. Business is “on the skids.” If isonits way down
to a level with agriculture. You have had industry stilted up
by the tariff and other advantages all out of line with agri-
cultural prices, and it is on its way now down to a meeting
point with agriculture.

This condition is going to continue until we have a rea-
sonable, controlled expansion of the currency, until we take
this gold out of the ground that we have buried in Kentucky
and use it for the purposes for which it was intended, and
that is the issuing of currency against it, remonetizing silver,
and putting that currency and that silver into circulation and
raising the price of farm commodities to their normal level.
I repeat again you Republicans continue to criticize this ad-
ministration, but not a man running for President on the
Republican ticket, and very few Members who are offering
themselves for reelection for the House or Senate will dare to
offer the American people a solution of this monetary prob-
lem, that must be solved before we get out of this depression.
[Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Missis-
sippi has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include certain
editorials.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

ConNsSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent Calendar day. The Clerk
will call the first bill on the Consent Calendar.

WAPATO SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 54, YAKIMA COUNTY, WASH.

The Clerk called the first bill on the Consent Calendar,
H. R. 3824, to provide funds for cooperation with Wapato
School District No. 54, Yakima County, Wash., for extension
of public-school buildings to be available for Indian children
of the Yakima Reservation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING CERTAIN OFFICERS OF UNITED STATES INDIAN SERVICE
TO MAKE ARRESTS

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 5409, to authorize cer-
tain officers of the United States Indian Service to make
arrests in certain cases, and for other purposes.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Dakota?

There was no objection.
TRIALS AND JUDGMENTS UPON GOOD BEHAVIOR OF CERTAIN FEDERAL

JUDGES

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 5939, to provide for
trials of and judgments upon the issue of good behavior in
the case of certain Federal judges.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill go over without prejudice.

Mr. KEAN, Mr. TABER, and Mr. CHURCH objected to con-
sideration of the bill, and it was stricken from the calendar.

PASSAMAQUODDY BAY TIDAL POWER

The Clerk called the next business, Senate Joint Resolution
57, authorizing the Secretary of War to cause a completion
of surveys, test borings, and foundation investigations to be
made to determine the advisability and cost of putting in a
small experimental plant for development of tidal power in
the waters in and about Passamaquoddy Bay, the cost
thereof to be paid from appropriations heretofore or here-
after made for such examinations.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the joint resclution?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this go over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST, CALIF.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 1790, to authorize addi-
tions to the Sequoia National Forest, Calif., through exchanges
under the act of March 20, 1922, or by proclamation or Execu-
tive order.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

_ Be it enacted, ete., That the provisions of the act approved March
20, 1922 (42 Stat. 465; U. 8. C., title 16, sec. 485), and of the act
approved February 28, 1925 (43 Stat. 1090; U. S. C,, title 16, sec.
486), are hereby made applicable to the lands excluded from the
boundaries of the Tule Indian Reservation by the act of May 17,
1928 (45 Stat. 600), as hereinafter described, which, upon convey-
ance to the United States, shall be parts of the Sequoia National
Forest, and the President of the United States hereby is authorized
to add to the said Sequoia National Forest, by proclamation or
Executive order, any of said described lands which are in the owner-
ship of the United States:

Southwest ¢uarter southwest quarter section T7;

Section 16 and section 17;

East half northeast quarter, southwest quarter northeast quarter,
scutheast quarter northwest quarter, each half southeast guarter
section 18;

East balf northwest quarter, northwest quarter northwest quar-
ter, northeast quarter section 20;

Northwest quarter northwest quarter section 21;

And tract No. 48 in the southeast quarter section 28, all in
township 21 south, range 31 east, of the Mount Diablo meridian in
California.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table,

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE ACT

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6972, to amend the
Federal Crop Insurance Act.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
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OSAGE TRIBE OF INDIANS

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6314, authorizing an
appropriation for payment to the Osage Tribe of Indians on
account of their lands sold by the United States.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING A NATIONAL MISSISSIPPI RIVER PARKWAY

The Clerk called the next hill, H. R. 3759, to authorize a
National Mississippi River Parkway and matters relating
thereto.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL LAND POLICY

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 1675, to establish a
national land policy, and to provide homesteads free of debt
for actual farm families.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKRER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

KIOWA, COMANCHE, AND APACHE TRIBES JURISDICTIONAL ACT

The Clerk called the next business, House Joint Resolution
290, referring the claims of the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache
Tribes of Indians in Oklahoma to the Court of Claims for
finding of fact and report to Congress.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the joint resolution?

Mr. COCHRAN and Mr. WOLCOTT asked unanimous con-
sent that the joint resolution be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

BRIDGE ACROSS MISSOURI RIVER NEAR FLORENCE STATION IN THE
CITY OF OMAHA

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7069, authorizing
Douglas County, Nebr., to construct, maintain, and operate a
toll bridge across the Missouri River at or near Florence
Station, in the city of Omaha, Nebr.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill? -

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection,

LIMITING THE OPERATION OF PRESENT LAWS WITH RESPECT TO
COUNSEL IN CERTAIN CASES

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7032, to limit the oper-
ation of sections 109 and 113 of the Criminal Code and sec-
tion 190 of the Revised Statutes of the United States with
respect to counsel in certain cases.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. WoLcort, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. KeaNn, Mr. Taser, and Mr.
CosTELLO objected, and the bill was -stricken from the
calendar.

CROP-CONTROL LAW RELATING TO LIEN IMPOSED THEREUNDER

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7878, to amend the
crop-loan law relating to the lien imposed thereunder, and for
other purposes.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consider-
ation of the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill go over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?
*  'There was no objection.

MILEAGE TABLES AND ALLOWANCES

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 506, relating to mileage
tables for the United States Army and other Government
agencies and to mileage allowances for persons employed in
the offices of Members of House and Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consider-
ation of the hill?

Mr. WHITTINGTON, Mr. COCHRAN, and Mr. KEUNKEL
objected.

DELAWARE TRIBE OF INDIANS

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6535, authorizing an ap-
propriation for payment to the Delaware Tribe of Indians on
account of permanent annuities under treaty provisions.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill may be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6957, to extend to the
Colville Indian Reservation in the State of Washington the
provisions of the act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 984), as
amended.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the provisions of the act of June 18, 1534
(48 Stat. 984), as amended, shall apply to the Colville Indian Reser-
vation in the State of Washington, upon the acceptance of sald
act by the Indians residing on said reservation at an election
called by the Secretary of the Interior, and held in accordance
with existing law within 6 months from the date of this act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

COTTONSEED GRADES AND PRICES

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8642, to establish and
promote the use of standard methods of grading cottonseed,
to provide for the collection and dissemination of informa-
tion on prices and grades of cottonseed and cottonseed prod-
ucts, and for other purposes.

Mr., WOLCOTT. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill may be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

CEDAR BREAKS NATIONAL MONUMENT AND DIXIE NATIONAL FOREST,
UTAH

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8476, to adjust the
boundaries of the Cedar Breaks National Monument and the
Dixie National Forest, in the State of Utah, and for other
purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, subject to valid existing rights, the
following-described lands in the State of Utah are hereby eliminated
from the Dixle National Forest and included in and made a part

of the Cedar Breaks National Monument, subject to all laws and
regulations applicable thereto, to wit:
SALT LAKE MERIDIAN

Township 36 south, range 9 west, west half southwest quarter
section 22, west half west half section 27, west half west half
section 34, west half of lot 8, section 36; township 37 south, range
9 west, west half of lot 3, section 1, lot 4, section 3, comprising four
hundred and sixty-five and eighty-one one-hundredths acres.

Sec. 2. That, subject to valid existing rights, the following-de~
scribed lands in the State of Utah are hereby eliminated from the
Cedar Breaks National Monument and included in and made a part
of the Dixie National Forest, subject to all laws and regulations
applicable thereto, to wit:

SALT LAKE MERIDIAN

Township 36 south, range 9 west, northwest quarter northeast
quarter, north half northeast quarter northwest quarter, northeast
quarter northwest quarter northwest quarter, east half northwest
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quarter northwest quarter northwest quarter section 24, northwest
quarter northeast quarter section 36, comprising one hundred and
fifteen acres.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

TO ADMIT CERTAIN ALIENS TO CITIZENSHIP

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6381, for the admission
to citizenship of aliens who came into this country prior to
February 5, 19117.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, we had some discussion of this bill the last time it was
called on the Calendar. The question has not been cleared
up yet. For this reason I ask unanimous consent that the
bill may be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.,

DISPOSITION OF CONDEMNED NAVAL ORDNANCE

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7074, to amend an act
to authorize the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the
Navy to make certain disposition of condemned ordnance,
guns, projectiles, and other condemned material in their
respective Departments.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be il enacted, etc., That the act entitled *“An act to authorize the
Becretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy to make certain
disposition of condemned ordnance, guns, and cannonballs in their
respective departments,” approved May 22, 1896, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“That the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy are
each hereby authorized, in their discretion, to loan or give to soldiers’
monument associations, posts of the Grand Army of the Republic,
posts of the American Legion, and other recognized war veteran
assoclations, State museums, and incorporated museums operated
and maintained for educational purposes only, whose charter denies
them the right to operate for profit, munieipal corporations, and
posts of the Sons of Veterans Reserve, condemned or obsolete ord-
nance, guns, projectiles, books, manuscripts, works of art, drawings,
plans, models, and other condemned or obsolete material which may
not be needed in the service of either of said Departments.

“Such loan or gift shall be made subject to rules and regulations
covering the same in each Department, and the Government shall be
at no expense in connection with any such loan or gift.”

SE:Iefl All acts or parts of acts in conflict with this act are hereby
repe .

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ARROWROCK DAM

The Clerk called the next bill, H, R. 8498, to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to permit the payment of the costs of
repairs, resurfacing, improvement, and enlargement of the
Arrowrock Dam in 20 annual installments, and for other
purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purpose of avoiding an unduly
high operation and maintenance assessment in any one year and to
keep the operation and maintenance charges in connection with the
Arrowrock division of the Boise reclamation project within the
ability of the water users to pay, the SBecretary of the Interior is
authorized to allow the irrigation districts of the said Arrowrock
division and the irrigation districts, ditch companies, and water
users who have assumed obligations to pay proportionate parts of
the estimated cost of the operation and maintenance of the Arrow-
rock Reservoir, to pay the costs, as determined conclusively by sald
Secretary, incurred in the repair, resurfacing, and improvement of
the Arrowrock Dam and in increasing the height thereof (to provide
additional capacity to offset past and, to some extent, future losses
of capacity resulting from the deposit of silt in the said reservoir)
in 20 annual installments instead of requiring the payment of all of
such operation and maintenance costs in 1 year, as provided in
section 5 of the act of Congress of August 13, 1914 (38 Stat. 686).

With the following committee amendment:
Btrike out the period in line 12, page 2, and add the following:

Provided, That such costs, for the purpose of any amendatory con-
tracts affecting the construction charges of Arrowrock Dam that
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may be entered into as authorized by the act of August 4, 1939 (53
Btat. 1187), may, in the discretion of the Secretary, be treated as
part of the construction charges of said dam, and as payable in the
same manner as such charges.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table,

MOUNT RUSHMORE NATIONAL MONUMENT

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8357, to amend the
Mount Rushmore Memorial Act of 1938.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill may be passed over without prejudice.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
does the gentleman understand what the bill is and what
it does?

Mr. RICH. Yes.

Mr. KELLER. It is simply an authorization to provide an
additional 160 acres to the 1,500 already set aside as the
Mount Rushmore Park. The necessity for acquiring this
additional ground is to preserve the natural beauty of the
park and prevent the establishment of a lot of hot-dog stands
and other undesirable things that might be set up along
this approach.

Mr. RICH. We have already taken a great amount of
territory for this Mount Rushmore Memorial.

Mr. EELLER. Not as much as needed.

Mr. RICH. It seems to me that we are getting bill after
bill after bill to increase the size of national monuments.
In the case of the Mount Rushmore Memorial the original pur-
pose was that the Federal Government should spend $200,000
on the memorial. So far we have spent about $700,000, and
more will be asked in proportion as the size of the monu-
ment is increased. No matter what we do there will always
be someone else wanting to extend the boundaries. We must
call a halt to it somewhere.

Mr. KELLER. This bill was accompanied by a unani-
mous report from the Commitiee on the Library. It was
thoroughly considered.

Mr. RICH. I think the bill should go over until the next
Consent Calendar day. We want to give it more study.

Mr. KELLER. The gentleman will not lock at it again,
and he knows it.

Mr. RICH. I will lock at it. When I say I will do a
thing I will do it. I do not want the gentleman to make a
statement like that. He should give some of his time to the
Labor Committee and go down there and go to work, not
criticize some other Member for what he may do.

Mr. KELLER. I spend as much time at the Labor Com-
mittee as the gentleman talks nonsense.

Mr. RICH. All the gentleman does is talk nonsense.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, RICH]?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. Unanimous
consent to consider the hill has already been granted.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think so. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania asked unanimous consent that
the bill be passed over without prejudice.

Mr. RANKIN. I understand that, but the bill had been
submitted to the House and the consent of the House had
been granted to consider the bill. The gentleman’s request
came on an amendment that was offered.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not so recollect the facts.
The Chair recognized the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Ricu] to submit the unanimous-consent request.

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. RicH] that the bill be passed over without
prejudice?

There was no objection.

BRINGING MENOMINEE INDIANS WITHIN COMPENSATION ACT

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 607, to provide compen-
sation for employees of the United States suffering injuries
while in the performance of their duties, and for other pur-
poses.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bhill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 40 of the act entitled “An act to
provide compensation for employees of the United States suffering
injuries while in the performance of their duties, and for other
purposes,” approved September 7, 1916, as amended, is amended by,
inserting after the words “Panama Ralilroad Co.” the following:
“and all persons, other than independent contractors and their
employees, employed on the Menominee Indian Reservation in the
State of Wisconsin subsequent to September 7, 1916, in operations
conducted pursuant to the act entitled ‘An act to authorize the
cutting of timber, the manufacure and sale of lumber, and the
preservation of the forests on the Menominee Indian Reservation
in the State of Wisconsin,’ approved March 28, 1908, as amended,
or any other act relating to tribal timber and logging operations on
the Menominee Reservation.”

Sec., 2. Any award heretofore made by the United States Em-
ployees’ Compensation Commission under such act of September T,
1916, to persons coming within the purview of the first section
hereof, for disability or death resulting from a personal injury
sustained prior to the enactment of this act, shall be valid, if such
award would be valid if made in respect to an Injury or death
sustained after the enactment of this act. Any claim for dis-
ability or death to any person coming within the purview of the
first section hereof, if such disability or death oecurred prior to
the enactment of this act, may be filed at any time within 1 year
after the enactment hereof.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 2, line 17, after the word “act”, strike out the remainder
of the line and down through line 21 and insert the following:
“Claim on account of disability or death of any person coming
within the purview of the first section hereof, for benefits on ac-
count of injury incurred subsequent to July 28, 1935, may be
filed under said act: Provided, That such claim be filed within
1 year after the approval hereof.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

TWO HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF
JEFFERSON

The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 445, to establish
a commission for the celebration of the two hundredth anni-
versary of the birth of Thomas Jefferson.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the House joint resolution?

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, I object.

VACANCY IN BOARD OF REGENTS OF SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 461, providing for
the filling of a vacancy in the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution of the class other than Members of
Congress.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the joint resolution?

There was no objection.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that Senate Joint Resolution 226 be substituted for House
Joint Resolution 461.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California [Mr. CosTELLO]?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint resolution, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the vacancy in the Board of Regents of the
Bmithsonian Institution, of the class other than Members of Con~
gress, caused by the resignation of John C. Merriam, be filled by the
appointment of Vannevar Bush, a resident of the city of Washington,
for the statutory term of 6 years.

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

A House joint resolution (H. J. Res. 461) was laid on the
table.

TO SET ASIDE CERTAIN LANDS FOR THE MINNESOTA CHIFPPEWA TRIEBE

The Clerk called the next bill, H, R. 7833, to set aside certain
lands for the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe in the State of
Minnesota, and for other purposes.

THE EIRTH OF THOMAS
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?
There being no objection, the Clerk read the hill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, subject to the payments prescribed by
section 2 hereof the following-described lands are hereby eliminated
from the Chippewa National Forest and permanently reserved for the
use of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe without in any manner affect-
ing existing reserves for church, cemetery, and other purposes, or
individual rights or interest in said lands: South half northwest
quarter southwest quarter, southeast quarter southwest quarter, sec-
tion 12; northwest quarter northwest quarter, west half northeast
quarter northwest quarter, south half northwest quarter, west half
southwest quarter, lots 2, 4, 5, and 6, section 13; northeast quarter
southeast quarter, section 14; lots 11, 12, 13, 8, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9, sec-
tion 24, township 142 north, range 31 west, fifth principal meridian,
Minnesota, excepting a tract containing approximately one and
ninety one-hundredths acres, being that portion of lot 4, section 13,
township 142 north, range 31 west, beginning at angle point 1, lot 5,
section 13, township 142 north, range 31 west; thence north thirty-
three degrees forty-two minutes east one hundred and twenty-nine
and five-tenths feet; thence south eighty-nine degrees forty-eight
minutes east two hundred and thirty-one and four-tenths feet;
thence south one degree fifty-four minutes west eighty-five and
two-tenths feet; thence south nine degrees thirty-one minutes east
two hundred and five and two-tenths feet; thence south nine degrees
no minutes west elghty and four-tenths feet; thence south forty-one
degrees nineteen minutes west one hundred and nineteen and four-
tenths feet to angle point 4, lot 5; thence along the boundary of
lot 5, north fifty-one degrees no minutes west one hundred and
twenty and one-tenth feet to angle point 5, lot 5, north thirty-seven
degrees forty-five minutes east one hundred and twenty and one-
tenth feet to angle point 6, lot 5, north fifty-one degrees no minutes
west two hundred and eighty-seven and one-tenth feet to angle
point 1, lot 5, and point of beginning.

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to
withdraw from the Minnesota Chippewa tribal fund now held in
trust in the Treasury of the United States a sufficient sum to re-
imburse the United States for the land and timber thereon, the
value of the land to be calculated at $1.25 per acre, and the value
of the timber to be ascertained by the Secretary of Agriculture
after the same has been examined and appraised under his super-
vision: Provided, however, That the transaction contemplated in
this and the preceding section shall be effected only with the con-
sent of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe expressed through the body
authorized to represent it: And provided further, That all money
received by the United States under the authority of this act shall
be deposited In the Treasury of the United States, and the same is
hereby appropriated for the acquisition of forest land within the
Chippewa National Forest under the provisions of the act approved
March 1, 1911, as amended (U. 8. C., title 16, secs. 513, 519, 521).

Sec. 3. That exchanges of Indian allotted, restricted, and tribal
lands for lands in the Chippewa National Forest are hereby author-
fzed. In order to consummate exchanges involving allotted and
restricted Indian lands, the Secretary of the Interior is hereby
authorized to accept relinquishments or conveyances of Indian
lands, which lands shall thereupon become a part of the Chippewa
National Forest, and to issue trust patents to the Indians for the
lands received by them in exchange: Provided, That with the con-
sent of the Indians involved title to the Jands received in any such
exchange may be taken in the name of the tribe, in which case
the transfer of title shall be evidenced by an order of the Secretary
of Agriculture transferring the lands to the Secretary of the Inte-
rlor in trust for the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe: Provided further,
That exchanges involving tribal lands shall be made only with the
consent of the Indians and shall be evidenced by appropriate orders
of transfer executed by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secre-
tary of the Interior: And provided further, That the land exchanges
authorized herein shall be made on the basis of lands of equal
value, and no exchange shall be made unless it is first approved by
the Secretary of Agriculture.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

BLACKFEET INDIAN PROJECT, MONTANA

The Clerk called the next business, House Joint Resolution
334, to approve the action of the Secretary of the Interior in
deferring the collection of certain irrigation charges against
lands under the Blackfeet Indian irrigation project.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the House joint resolution?

There was no objection.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that Senate Joint Resolution 153 be substituted for the
House joint resolution, it being identical with the House
joint resolution.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California [Mr. CosTELLOI?

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read the Senate joint resclution, as follows:

Benate Joint Resolution 153

Joint resolution to approve the action of the Secretary of the Inte-

rior in deferring the collection of certain irrigation charges

against lands under the Blackfeet Indian irrigation project

Whereas the act of Congress approved June 22, 1936 (49 Stat.
1803), provides that the Secretary of the Interior may adjust,
defer, or cancel irrigation charges against non-Indian-owned lands
within Indian irrigation projects, where conditions are found to
Justify such action, subject to the approval of Congress; and

Whereas an investigation of conditions affecting the Blackfeet
Indian irrigation project, Montana, is contemplated within the
near future pursuant to the provisions of the said act; and

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior has deferred certain irri-
gation charges against lands of the sald project which are now
delinquent or will become due and payable before the proposed
investigation can be completed: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, ete,, That in accordance with the act of June 22, 1936
(49 Stat. 1803), the action of the Secretary of the Interior in
deferrlg such charges under said Iirrigation project 1s hereby
approved.

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

E& House joint resolution (H. J. Res. 334) was laid on the
table.

DAM ACROSS STANSBURY CREEK IN BALTIMORE COUNTY, MD.

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 2977, authorizing the con-
struction and maintenance of a dike or dam across Stans-
bury Creek in Baltimore County, Md.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted
to the Glenn L. Martin Co. and its successors and assigns to con-
struct and maintain a dike or dam across Stansbury Creek at a
point suitable to the interests of navigation about five-eighths
mile above the mouth of Stansbury Creek in the county of Balti-
more in the State of Maryland, in accordance with the provisions of
section 9 of the River and Harbor Act of March 3, 1899.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

AUTHORIZING FREE HIGHWAY BRIDGE ACROSS PEARL RIVER AT
CARTHAGE, MISS.

The Clerk called the next bill, 8. 3209, granting the consent
of Congress to the Mississippi State Highway Commission to
construct, maintain, and operate a free highway bridge across
the Pearl River at or near Carthage in the State of Mississippi.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no obhjection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted
to the Mississippi State Highway Commission to construct, main-
tain, and operate a free highway bridge and approaches thereto
across the Pearl River, at a point suitable to the interests of naviga-
tion, at or near Carthage, Leake County, Miss, in accordance with
the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construc-
tion of bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1908,
and subject to the conditions and limitations contained in this act.

Sec. 2, That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and & motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

BRIDGE ACROSS THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER, MIDDLETOWN, PA.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7406, granting the con-
sent of Congress to the General State Authority, Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, and/or the Pennsylvania Bridge and
Tunnel Commission, either singly or jointly, to construect,
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the Susquehanna
River at or near the city of Middletown, Pa.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby
granted to the General State Authority, Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, and/or the Pennsylvania Bridge and Tunnel Commission,
either singly or jointly, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approaches thereto across the Susquehanna River, at a point
suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near Middletown, In

accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to
regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” approved
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March 23, 1906, and subject to the conditions and limitations con-
tained in this act.

Sec. 2. If tolls are charged for the use of such bridge, the rates
of toll shall be so adjusted as to provide a fund sufficient to pay the
reasonable cost of maintenance, repairing, and operating the bridge
and its approaches under economical management, and to provide
a sinking fund sufficient to amortize the cost of the bridge and its
approaches, including reasonable interest and financing cost, as
soon as possible under reasonable charges, but within a period of
not to exceed 20 years from the completion thereof. After a sinking
fund sufficient for such amortization shall have been so provided,
such bridge shall thereafter be maintained and operated free of
tolls. An accurate record of the costs of the bridge and its ap-
proaches, the expenditures for maintaining, repairing, and operat-
ing the same, and of the daily tolls collected, shall be kept and
shall be available for the information of all persons interested.

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

BRIDGE ACROSS THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER, MILLERSBURG, PA.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7407, granting the
consent of Congress to the General State Authority, Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania, and/or the Pennsylvania Bridge
and Tunnel Commission, either singly or jointly, to construct,
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the Susquehanna
River at or near the city of Millersburg, Pa.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I want to know if this bridge is on a public highway and if that
highway is built with Federal funds. I am constitutionally op-
posed to giving private concerns the right to build toll bridges
on highways that are built in whole or in part with Federal
funds. I have no objection to the State of Pennsylvania or
any subdivision thereof building a free bridge, but I believe

that it is a bad practice to turn these highways over to a -

few bridge companies so they may bottle up the highways
and exact a toll from everybody who passes along the high-
ways. I want to know if the gentleman is willing to agree
to an amendment to strike out that provision with reference
to the toll bridge.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. COCHRAN. I do not know whether or not the gentle-
man recalls it, but about 14 years ago I started in this House
a single-handed fight against toll bridges constructed and
promoted by private individuals. On the first roll call that I
forced, my motion received 13 votes. However, I kept on and
finally the House adopted a policy which the committee has
been carrying out declining to let private interests build toll
bridges. This particular bill involves the State, and there
never has been any objection to a State or a subdivision of a
State building a toll bridge. In the end they will become
free bridges.

Mr. RANKIN. This bill reads “the State or.”
believe the gentleman read this bill carefully.

Mr. COCHRAN. Or representatives of a State.

Mr. RANKIN. As I understand, this does not refer to rep-
resentatives of a State; it is a bridge company.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. COSTELLO. The hill provides for the State Authority,
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, or the Pennsylvania Bridge
and Tunnel Commission, either one of them separately, or
jointly, to construct this bridge. This is a public organiza-
tion, it is not a private organization.

Mr. RANKIN. It is the State of Pennsylvania?

Mr. COSTELLO. Yes.

Mr. RANKIN. Very well.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, may
I say that if someone wishes to build a bridge and the people
who use that bridge are willing to pay a toll so the bridge
may be paid for and the Federal Government will not have
to levy taxes to pay for it, it seems to me they should be
allowed to do so. That is sound legislation and certainly good

I do not
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business. We have bridges at Harrisburg, Pa., and we have
bridges on the other side above York, Pa., over the Susque-
hanna River. If the local people want to construct a bridge
at Middletown and for some reason want to pay for it, why
not let them do it? I am not interested in someone’s trying
to make any money out of it or to gouge the people. I want
to serve them.

Mr. RANKIN. I understand.

Mr. RICH. But if the State authority looked after the
matter and saw that those who built the bridge could not
make more than 5 or 6 percent on their money, would it not

-be wise business procedure for us Members of Congress to

follow to let the people who use the bridge pay for it? That
seems sensible. That is good business. That is the logical
thing to do. And it will not cost any person a penny who does
not use it, and those who use it pay for service rendered.

Mr. RANKIN. I may say to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania that if nobody was involved except the local people
his contention might be correct, but if this bridge is on a
transcontinental highway that is built with Federal funds, a
highway the people of the whole country use, I am not willing
to turn it over to a private bridge company.

Mr. RICH. I will guarantee that the State Highway De-
partment of Pennsylvania is not going to let anybody build
a toll bridge by which they will hoodwink and gouge the
people of Pennsylvania. If the people are willing to pay the
toll, then I believe we ought to let this bill go through and
render a service without cost to the United States.

Mr. RANKIN. I shall not object.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the hill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the consent of Congress is hereby
granted to the General State Authority, Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, and/or the Pennsylvania Bridge and Tunnel Commission,
either singly or jointly, to construct, maintain, and operate a
bridge and approaches thereto across the Susquehanna River, at
a point suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near Mil-
lersburg, in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled
“An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable
waters,” approved March 23, 1906, and subject to the conditions
and limitations contained in this act.

Sec. 2. If tolls are charged for the use of such bridge, the rates
of toll shall be so adjusted as to provide a fund sufficient to pay
the reasonable cost of maintenance, repairing, and operating the
bridge and its approaches under economical management, and to
provide a sinking fund sufficient to amortize the cost of the
bridge and its approaches, including reasonable interest and
financing cost, as soon as possible under reasonable charges, but
within a period of not to exceed 20 years from the completion
thereof. After a sinking fund sufficient for such amortization
ghall have been so provided, such bridge shall thereafter be main-
tained and operated free of tolls. An accurate record of the costs
of the bridge and its approaches, the expenditures for maintain-
ing, repairing, and operating the same, and of the dally tolls col-
lected, shall be kept and shall be available for the information
of all persons interested.

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A BRIDGE ACROSS THE
DELAWARE RIVER BETWEEN SHOHOLA, PA., AND BARRYVILLE,
N. Y,

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7655, to extend the
times for commencing and completing the construction of
a bridge across the Delaware River between the village of
Barryville, N. Y., and the village of Shohola, Pa.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and com-
pleting the construction of the highway bridge across the Dela-
ware River between points in the village of Barryville, Sullivan
County, N. Y., and the village of Shohola, Pike County, Pa. au-
thorized to be built by the Interstate Bridge Commission of the
State of New York and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, by
an act of Congress approved June 19, 1936, heretofore extended by
an act of Congress approved August 23, 1937, are hereby further
extended 1 and 3 years, respectively, from June 19, 1939.

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

LEGALIZING AN EXISTING BRIDGE ACROSS THE NESTUCCA RIVER AT
PACIFIC CITY, OREG.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7989, o legalize a
bridge across the Nestucca River at Pacific City, Oreg.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the Chief of Engineers and the Secre-
tary of War are hereby authorized to approve the location and
plans of a bridge already constructed by the county of Tillamook
across the Nestucca River at Pacific City, Oreg.

Sec. 2. That when the location and plans of sald bridge have
been so approved, said bridge shall be deemed a lawful structure
and subject to the laws enacted by Congress for the protection
and preservation of the navigable waters of the United States.

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 1, line 6, after “Oregon”, insert a colon and the following:
“Provided, That said bridge has been authorized by the legislature
of the State of Oregon and as located and constructed affords free,
easy, and unobstructed navigation.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A BRIDGE ACROSS THE
MISSISSIPPI RIVER NEAR JEFFERSON BARRACKS, MO.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8320, to extend the
times for commencing and completing the construction of a
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Jefferson Bar-
racks, Mo.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and completing
the construction of a bridge across the Mississippi River at or near
Jefferson Barracks, Mo., authorized to be built by the county of
St. Louls, State of Missouri, by an act of Congress approved August
7, 1939, is hereby extended 1 and 3 years, respectively, from August
7, 1940.

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

With the following committee amendment:
Page 1, line 4, after “River”, strike out “at or.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to extend the
times for commencing and completing the construction of a
bridge across the Mississippi River near Jefferson Barracks,
Mo.”

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A BRIDGE ACROSS THE
MISSISSIPPI RIVER AT OR NEAR CHESTER, ILL,

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8372, to extend the
times for commencing and completing the construction of a
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near Chester, Ill.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and completing
the construction of the bridge across the Mississippi River, at or
near Chester, Ill., authorized to be built by the city of Chester, Ill.,
by an act of Congress approved July 18, 1939, are hereby extended
1 and 3 years, respectively, from July 18, 1940.

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

BRIDGE ACROSS OLD CHANNEL OF THE WABASH RIVER, POSEY
COUNTY, IND.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R, 8467, authorizing the
Superior Oil Co., a California corperation, to construct, main-
tain, and operate a free highway bridge or causeway across
the old channel of the Wabash River from Cut-Off Island,
Posey County, Ind., to White County, IIL
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Mr. SCHULTE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I wonder if they could explain this bill?

Mr. BOEHNE. Mr. Speaker, there is no reason for any
objection to the bill. If the gentleman had only noticed
where the bridge is being constructed, he would not have
asked the question.

Mr. SCHULTE. I did not know there was any such town in
the State of Indiana.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the hill, as follows:

Be it enacted, eiec., That in order to facilitate interstate com-
merce, improve the postal service, and provide for military and
other purposes, the Superior Oil Co., a California corporation, is
hereby authorized to construet, maintain, and operate a free high-
way bridge or causeway (including approaches thereto) across the
old channel of the Wabash River in order to connect Cut-Off Island,
Posey County, Ind., with the highway system in White County, Ill.,
in accordance with the provisions of an act entitled “An act to
regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” ap-
proved March 23, 1906, and subject to the conditions and limita-
tions contained in this act.

BSec. 2. There is hereby conferred upon the Superior Oil Co., a
California corporation, all the rights and powers to enter upon
lands and to acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, and use real estate
and other property needed for the location, construction, opera-
tion, and maintenance of such bridge or causeway, and its ap-
proaches, as are possessed by railroad corporations for railroad
purposes or by bridge corporations for bridge purposes in the States
in which such real estate or other property is situated, upon mak-
ing just compensation therefor, to be ascertained and paid for ac-
cording to the laws of each such State, respectively, and the pro-
ceedings therefor shall be the same as in the condemnation or ex-
propriation of property for public purposes in such States, re-
spectively.

Bec. 3. The authority herein granted shall extend not only to
the Superior Oil Co., a California corporation as aforesaid, but also
to the owners of Cut-Off Island, Ind., at the date of the enactment
of this act and any future owners of such island.

Bec. 4. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

With the following commiitee amendments:

Btrike out all of section 2, lines 5 to 18, inclusive, on page 2.

Page 2, line 19, after “Sec.”, change 3" to “2.”

Page 2, line 24, after “Sec.”, change “4” to “3.”

Amend the title.

The committee amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill authorizing
the Superior Oil Co., a California corporation, to construct,
maintain, and operate a free highway bridge or causeway and
approaches thereto across the old channel of the Wabash
River from Cut-Off Island, Posey County, Ind., to White
County, 111.”

BRIDGE ACROSS MISSOURI RIVER NEAR RANDOLPH, MO.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8669, to extend the
times for commencing and completing the construction of a
bridge across the Missouri River at or near Randolph, Mo.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and completing
the construction of the bridge across the Missouri River at or near
Randolph, Mo., authorized to be built by the Eansas City Southern
Railway Co., its successors and assigns, by an act of Congress ap-
proved May 24, 1928, heretofore extended by acts of Congress ap-
proved March 1, 1929, May 14, 1930, February 6, 1831, May 6, 1932,
January 19, 1933, April 9, 1934, April 10, 1936, and May 31, 1938,
are hereby further extended 2 and 4 years, respectively, from May
24, 1940.

Sec.2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

With the following committee amendment:

Page 1, line 5, strike out “the” and insert “The.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

THE COAST GUARD

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8423, to amend an act
entitled “An act to increase the efficiency of the Coast Guard,”
approved January 12, 1938.
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There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 of the act entitled “An act to
increase the efficiency of the Coast Guard,” approved January 12,
1938 (52 Stat. 4), is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury, at the direction of the
President, shall assemble annually a Coast Guard Personnel Board
(hereinafter referred to as the Board), to be composed of not less
than five commissioned officers of the rank of captain or above on
the active list of the Coast Guard. It shall be the duty of the Board
(a) to recommend for retirement such commissioned officers of the
Coast Guard who have 30 or more years of service, as the Board deter-
mines, in its discretion, should be retired from active service, (b) to
recommend for retirement such commissioned officers of the Coast
Guard who have been placed out of line of promotion and who have
10 years or more of commissioned service, as the Board determines,
in its discretion, should be retired from active service, and (c) to
recommend for placing out of line of promotion such lieutenant
commanders on the active list, as the Board determines, in its dis-
cretion, should be placed out of line of promotion. The proceed-
ings, findings, and recommendations of the Board ghall be trans-
mitted to the Commandant of the Coast Guard for review. If the
Commandant shall approve the recommendations of the Board,
notification thereof shall be given by him in writing to each officer
concerned, who, for the first time under this act, is recommended
for retirement or for placing out of line of promotion; and any such
officer who, within 30 days after receipt of such notification, files
with the Commandant a written protest of the action taken by the
Board in his case, shall not be retired involuntarily or placed out
of Hne of promotion under this act unless a subsequent annual
Board, none of the members of which were members of the previous
Board which recommended such officer’'s retirement or placing cut of
line of promotion, determines, in its discretion, that such officer
should be retired or placed out of line of promotion, and so recom-
mends, in which case such officer may, upon approval by the Pres-
ident, be retired from active service with retired pay as prescribed by
section 3 hereof, or be placed out of line of promotion, as the case
may be, as hereinafter provided. At the expiration of 30 days after
receipt by an officer of notice aforesaid, In the event that no such
protest is filed by him, such officer may upon approval by the Presi-
dent, be retired from active service with retired pay as prescribed by
section 3 hereof, or be placed out of line of promotion, as the case
may be, as hereinafter provided. If the Commandant shall dis-
approve any recommendation of the Board, the officer concerned
shall retain his status in the Coast Guard to the same extent as if
his case had not been considered by such Board. Except as here-
inbefore provided, each recommendation of the Board which is
finally approved by the Commandant, together with the proceedings
and findings of the Board, shall be transmitted to the Secretary of
the Treasury for further review, and if the Secretary shall disapprove
any recommendation of the Board, the officer concerned shall retain
his status in the Coast Guard to the same extent as if his case had
not been considered by such Board. Each recommendation of the
Board which is not disapproved by the Secretary shall be laid before
the President by the Secretary with his recommendation in the case.
The President may, in any calendar year, pursuant to recommenda-
tions so laid before him—

“{a) Place out of line of promotion such number of lieutenant
commanders on the active list as will not exceed the whole number
nearest to 2 percent of the officers in that grade as of January 1 of
such year; except that such limitation shall not be construed to
limit the number of lieutenant commanders who may be placed out
of line of promotion, in accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of the Treasury, for failing to establish their mental,
moral, and professional fitness for promotion.

“(b) Place upon the retired list such number of commissioned
officers who have 30 or more years of service as will not exceed the
whole number nearest to 5 percent of the number of officers falling
within that classification on January 1 of such year.

“(c) Place upon the retired list any officer who has been placed
cut of line of promotion and who has 10 years or more of commis-
sioned service.”

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table,

INDIANS OF THE CROW TRIBE, MONTANA

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8916, to reimpose the
trust on certain lands allotted to Indians of the Crow Tribe,
Montana.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the period of trust on lands allotted to
Indians of the Crow Reservation, Mont., upon which the trust
period expired July 14, 1831, or at any other time prior to the
approval of this act, and for which lands patents in fee have not
been issued, is hereby reimposed and extended to May 23, 1940:
Provided, That further extension of the period of trust may be
made by the President, in his discretion, as provided by section 5 of
the act of February 8, 1887 (24 Stat. 388), and the act of June 21,
1906 (34 Stat. 326).

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
| was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
| sider was laid on the table,
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STAR ROUTE MAIL CARRIERS

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 1214, to provide for a more
permanent tenure for persons carrying the mail on star
routes.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill may go over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION TO SPECIAL ASSISTANTS TO THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 4366, to authorize the
payment of additional compensation to special assistants to
the Attorney General in the case of United States against
Doheny executors.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I notice there is a minority report in connection with this bill
signed by six members of the committee. It is very obvious
when there is a minority report accompanying a bill that it
is not going to be passed by unanimous consent. My only
reason for asking that it be passed over without prejudice is
that the committee might want to request that it be taken
from the calendar because there is not any chance whatso-
ever of a bill with a minority report on it going through on
the Consent Calendar, and for this reason I ask unanimous
consent that the bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

PATENTS FOR LANDS HELD UNDER COLOR OF TITLE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7736) authorizing the Sec-
retary of the Interior to issue patents for lands held under
color of title.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, eic., That if within 5 years after passage of this act
it shall be shown to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the Interior
that a tract or tracts of public land in the State of Michigan, not
exceeding in the aggregate 160 acres, has or have been held in
good faith and in peaceable, adverse possession by a citizen of the
United States, his ancestors or grantors, for more than 20 years
prior to the approval of this act under claim or color of title, and
that valuable improvements have been placed on such land or
some part thereof has been reduced to cultivation, the Secretary
may, in his discretion, upon the payment of $1.25 per acre, cause a
patent or patents to issue for such land to any such citizen: Pro-
vided, That the term “citizen,” as used herein, shall be held to
include a corporation organized under the laws of the United States
or any State or Territory thereof.

With the following committee amendments:

Page 1, line 10, strike out the word “valuable.”

Page 2, line 2, after the word “Secretary”, strike out “may, in his
discretion” and insert the word *shall.”

The committee amendments were agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read
a third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider laid on the table.

PULASKI MEMORIAL DAY

The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 400, authorizing
the President of the United States of America to proclaim
October 11, 1940, General Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the
observance and commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen.
Casimir Pulaski.

There being no objection, the Clerk read the joint resclu-
tion, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the President of the United States of America
is authorized to issue a proclamation calling upon officials of the
Government to display the flag of the United States on all govern-
mental buildings on October 11, 1940, and inviting the pecple of the
United States to observe the day in schools and churches, or other
suitable places, with appropriate ceremonies in commemoration of
the death of Gen. Casimir Pulaski,

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read
a third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider laid on the table.

DEFINING CERTAIN MINING PRACTICES

The Clerk called the bill (H, R. 8285) with reference to
certain mining practices and defining unfair trade practices
in certain instances.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of
the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to ob-
ject. I have prepared an amendment to this bill to make it
general in character. In my opinion, the bill, as far as it
goes, is a worthy bill and should be passed. I have taken the
matter up with the gentleman from Florida [Mr. PETERSON],
who introduced the bill, and he suggests that it be amended;
and I have prepared an amendmen{ including all of the
products and articles and the importation of articles produced
on which there is a patent. Some time ago my attention was
called to a magazine article in which there were photographs
of infringements of patents held by citizens of the United
States in foreign countries, and these are imported and come
in competition with our products, and there seems to be no
way now, in view of the decision of the Supreme Court in the
Mineral case, by which the owner of the patent has any claim
against the importer or anyone else. My amendment would
make this general, to include all articles and products.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That it shall be deemed an unfair trade prac-
tice to import for use, sale, or exchange any minerals mined, pro-
duced, or processed by use of the flotation process except where such
minerals are produced or mined under authority of the owner of
such flotation process,

With the following committee amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert:

“That it shall be deemed an unfair trade practice and a violation
of the right of the patentee to import for use, sale, or exchange any
minerals mined, produced, or processed by use of any mining
process covered by the claims of any outstanding United States
letters patent heretofore or hereafter issued, except where such
minerals are produced, processed, or mined under authority of the
owner of such process.”

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following sub-
stitute for the committee amendment, which I send to the
desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: Strike out all after the
enacting clause and substitute in lleu thereof the following:

“That it shall be deemed an unfair trade practice and in violation
of the right of the patentee to import for use, sale, or exchange
any article, mineral, or product produced, processed, or mined by
use of any process covered by the claims of any outstanding United
States letters patent, or to import for use, sale, or exchange any
article, mineral, or product which infringes the right of any pat-
entee under letters patent so issued, except where such articles are
produced, processed, mined, or imported under authority of the
owner of such process or patent.”

The SPEAKER. The quesfion is on agreeing to the sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from Michigan for the com-
mittee amendment.

The substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the amendment
as amended by the substitute.

- The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and
read a third time, was read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to limit the
importation of articles, products, and minerals produced,
processed, or mined under process covered by outstanding
United States patents; to define unfair trade practices in
certain instances, and for other purposes.”

UNIFORM ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS IN VETERANS' LAWS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8930) to amend section
202 (3) World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, to
provide more adequate and uniform administrative provi-
sions in veterans’ laws, and for other purposes.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

LEXXVI—239
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TOMAH INDIAN SCHOOL, WISCONSIN

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7530, to transfer the
site and buildings of the Tomah Indian School to the State
of Wisconsin.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and
he is hereby, authorized in his discretion to transfer to the State
of Wisconsin under such terms and conditions as he may prescribe
all or any part of the land and buildings comprising the Tomah
Indian School at Tomah, Wis.

With the following committee amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the followings:

“That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, au-
thorized to transfer to the State of Wisconsin, upon such terms
and in such manner as may be mutually agreed upon, for insti-
tutional or other public use, title to all or any part of the prop-
erty known and designated as the Tomah Indian School located
at Tomah, Wis.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

ANTIETAM BATTLEFIELD SITE

The Clerk called the next bill, 8. 1780, to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to acquire property for the Antietam
Battlefield site in the State of Maryland, and for other
purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. RICH. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I
would like someone to explain this bill, and how much
ground they want to add to this battlefield. I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill go over without prejudice, Mr.
Speaker

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

TRANSFER OF UNITED STATES PRISONERS IN CERTAIN CASES

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R, 9047, to provide for
the transfer of United States prisoners in certain cases.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. HOOK. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill go over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

AMENDING SUBSECTION (D) OF SECTION 4 OF THE ACT OF CONGRESS
APPROVED MAY 26, 1924

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8753, to amend sub-
section (d) of section 4 of the act of Congress approved May
26, 1924, entitled “An act to limit the immigration of aliens
into the United States, and for other purposes.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. VAN ZANDT and Mr. CLEVENGER objected.

Mrs. O'DAY. Will the gentlerhan reserve the objection?

Mr, VAN ZANDT. Yes; I will reserve the objection.

Mrs. O'DAY. Mr. Speaker, this bill gives to women the

same privileges that foreign men, ministers, and professors
have had ever since the immigration law was passed. Four
hundred and seventeen men have come in under the non-
quota law and have brought their wives and children. In
that length of time 47 women professors have come in, and I
know that most of them were spinsters. Now we want legis-
lation to change that, to give women the same privilege as
men.
Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, in reply to the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. O'Dax], it is legislation of this
type that provides an additional loophole in our immigration
laws.
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So that my colleagues may fully understand the far-
reaching effect of section 4-D of the Immigration Act of 1924,
I wish to call to your attention that since the act became
effective in 1924 a total of 15,578 nonquota immigrant aliens,
as ministers, professors, their wives, and unmarried children,
were admitted to the United States.

For the further information of my colleagues, I am in-
serting herewith a break-down of the 15,578 nonquota
immigrant aliens referred to above, showing pertinent facts
compiled by the United States Immigration Service.
Nonquota immigrant aliens admitted since July 1, 1924, under sec.

4d of the Immigration Act of 1924, as ministers and professors

and their wives and unmarried children; also ministers and pro-
fessors admitted since 1932, by sex, as specified?

Chil- Chil-
Wives Wives
Minis- dren | Profes dren
Fiscal year ters | of min- D‘[sm:-:_ b ?l pro- | o nro-
1925 694 295 476 187 49 25
1026 664 25 436 151 39 206
1927 595 338 ™ 138 40 21
1928 594 226 303 124 40 2
1929_ 507 212 355 118 40 20
1930 508 215 382 160 50 25
1931 383 144 226 109 38 43
%lg%g_: 201 81 132 100 35 21
W T By al wf B} ow»| u
:'M'Pn 193 51
Women 3 } ¥ { 10 } = -
Men 197 45
oo i e el 41} =
Men 240 42
o Womes 0 s mi{ 4]} =» 16
Men 230 47
> Womenl =5 . - wonr 3 } ™ 128 { 7 } 26
Men 281 48
Women 2 } 0 oL { 4 } a8
Men 322 215
s - B e L S B SR 1 } 148 24 { 27 } z
6 months, July-December 1939:
= M o] melf 1%} 9 7
Total e | 6,089 | 2,392 | 4,000 | 1,812 689 497

pﬁfrt?ﬁgs? showing classes of admission under the act of 1924 by sex, not compiled

The committee report on the measure now before us—H. R.
8753—states that in the last 5 years 46 female professors
came into the United States nonquota. It is true under the
existing law they are not permitted to bring their husbands
or unmarried children under 18 years of age. To care for this
group of husbands and unmarried children we are asked to
approve H. R. 8753 as an amendment to the Immigration Act
of 1924, If this amendment is approved not only will we take
care of the husbands and unmarried children of the 46 female
professors now in the United States, but another loophole
will be provided in our immigration laws that will permit the
influx of more aliens; thus further hampering the efforts of
the American people to solve their own unemployment prob-
lem. The plight of 10,000,000 unemployed Americans is the
real question before this Congress at the present moment.

This amendment vitally concerns this question of unem-
ployment, whether it permits the admission of a dozen non-
quota immigrants, or a thousand such persons. Therefore,
I take the position, that this amendment rather than being
assigned to the Consent Calendar of the House, where debate
is denied, rightfully should come to this floor under a rule
granting full debate and a thorough analysis of the effects of
the amendment so that every Member of the House may have
knowledge of the serious consequences to result from its
enactment. .

The problem of the 46 female professors may be solved by
the introduction of a private bill in each instance, and the
merits of the individual case considered.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I insist on my objection.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. The Clerk will report
the next bill.
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MORE ADEQUATE COMPENSATION FOR CERTAIN DEPENDENTS OF
WORLD WAR VETERANS

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9000, to provide for
more adequate compensation for certain dependents of World
War veterans, and for other purposes,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that this bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKRER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

Mr. RANKIN., Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I hope the gentleman will allow this bill to be passed. It
provides compensation for the widows and orphans of World
War veterans; it is following precedents set by Congress for
the dependents of veterans of the Civil War and the Spanish-
American War. I hope the gentleman will allow this measure
to go through.

Mr, COSTELLO. Mr, Speaker, I will say to the gentleman
that the bill provides for a possible annual cost of over
$48,000,000. Of course, the committee, in making its esti-
mate of the bill, presumed that only half of those who are
eligible the first year will make application, and for that
reason they cut the cost of the bill down to a possible
$24,000,000. But the bill provides for benefits to widows
and children without regard to the cause of the veteran’s
death, or reguirement of the existence of a service-connected
disability at the time of death. This bill provides for gen=-
eral pensions for all widows and dependents, whether they
be children or parents, of all veterans who served for a
period of 90 days and were honorably discharged. To my
mind we are stepping out on a very vast program that may
run into hundreds of millions of dollars annually. I think
it would be a dangerous precedent for the Congress to estab-
lish by this act. Once the requirement of a service-
connected disability is waived for the benefit of widows and
dependents it will be only a short step to waiving the service-
connection requirements for the veterans themselves. A
veteran who has suffered no disability during his war service
does not have a claim against the Government for com-
pensation. Since the veteran does not have a claim, and
after all, it was the veteran who went to war and not his
dependents, then certainly the dependents cannot have a
claim against the Government. This legislation is purely a
gratuity that cannot be justified, but which will cost the
Government possibly $48,000,000 the first year and an ever-
increasing amount each year thereafter.

Mr. RANKIN. I was afraid the gentleman did not under~
stand the proposition. This bill will not begin to cost $£48,-
000,000 a year. It will not cost $25,000,000. The chances
are it will take so many of these widows and orphans and
dependents off of the relief rolls that it will not cost any
more than we are paying now. In addition to that, this bill
is even a limitation on the legislation governing compensation
for widows and orphans of other wars, in that it only provides
for compensation of those widows without children who mar-
ried the veteran prior to July 3, 1921, the legal date of the
closing of the World War. Many thousands of these widows
with these little children are on relief; and I submit veterans’
widows ought not be compelled to rear the veterans’ orphan
children on relief. I hope the gentleman will withdraw his
objection and let this bill go through.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the hill? :

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I simply asked that the bill
be passed over without prejudice.

Mr. RANKIN. I think the gentleman ought to withdraw
that. I will have to object to that request, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
jeet, I will state that the committee report shows that during
the first year 30,500 widows alone, 66,700 widows with chil-
dren, and 23,500 children are going to be affected by this
legislation.
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The committee giving its statement as to the possible costs,
cutting their own figures in half stated that the bill would
cost approximately $19,957,000, bringing on the rolls the
dependents of approximately 60,300 deceased World War
veterans.

Further as to the parents, it is estimated that the parents
of approximately 32,800 deceased veterans would be entitled
to compensation at a cost of approximately $8,472,000 the first
year. Quoting the committee report, it states:

However, if it can be assumed that one-half of those that apply
will be paid the first year, the cost for this group would approximate
$4,236,000 bringing on the rolls the parents of approximately 16,400
deceased veterans,

The committee’s own report taking their half figures states
that this bill will cost approximately $24,000,000 the first year.
If all the widows and dependents applied the next year, it
would cost over $48,000,000; and every year veterans are dying
off so as to continually increase the number, Their widows
and dependent children and parents would be entitled under
this legislation to come in and chtain a pension. You are
giving a blanket pension to all dependents of veterans who
served in the war regardless of whether the veteran had any
disability. For the first time you are about to eliminate the
requirement of service connection. To my mind, Mr. Speaker,
there is no reason why we should single out that group of
civilians who wore the uniform for a short period of time,
suffered no disability, and then say to their widows and to
their dependents, “You shall have a pension,” but turn to all
other civilians regardless of what disability they may incur in
civilian life and say they shall have no compensation at all
unless it be under the old-age pension acts. Why one small
group should be so singled out and given pensions is far
beyond me to understand, and I frankly state to this House
that every piece of legislation of this kind that we pass is used
simply as a springboard to dive farther into the Treasury pool
in order to obtain further benefits.

If you pass this legislation, there is absolutely no ques-
tion in my mind but what you are going to come in here next
with a bill providing universal pensions for all veterans who
served in the World War regardless of whether they suffered
any disability; and, remember, over 4,000,000 veterans served
in the World War. If we are going to grant universal pen-
sions to those veterans, the cost is going to be not only pro-
hibitive but it is going to plunge us into bankruptcy. The
passage of such legislation as the pending bill is only a step
toward far greater expenditures in spite of all the benefits
which have already been conferred on the World War vet-
erans. The gentleman from Mississippi states that he is only
trying to do for the World War veterans what has been done
for the veterans of other wars. Whenever this argument is
made, the full facts and the complete picture are never pre-
sented. Instead, certain very astonishing facts and figures
are seldom referred to or revealed. The long list of extra
benefits which were extended to the World War veterans
which the veterans of other wars did not get and which
amount to so staggering a sum that it becomes well-nigh
incredible, is a matter which is not mentioned.

For the benefit of the taxpayers of this country, who, in
the long run, are called upon to finance the bénefits disbursed
by reason of such legislation as this, it will be interesting to
review the cost of pensions and compensation which, since
the year 1790 until June 30, 1939, totaled $13,702,692,413.96.
The total expenditures for pensions of Civil War veterans
through June 30, 1939, amounted to $8,006,533,061.14. The
total expenditures for veterans’ pensions and compensation
does not take into consideration other benefits that were
given to World War veterans. For example, under the war-
risk policies, the Government has paid to the veterans
$2,136,101,862.63, and the veterans contributed something
over $454,000,000. It has been the helief of many American
taxpayers that the World War veterans have paid for all the
insurance they got, but this is not an accurate statement;
they paid less than 25 percent of the cost of the war-risk
insurance. The war-risk insurance should not be confused
with Government life insurance, however, as this is self-
sustaining.
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During the World War, veterans who had dependents could
allot $15 of their pay for such dependents, and the Govern-
ment made an additional allowance in various amounts to
their dependents. These allowances amounted to appropri-
ations of over $1,580,000,000. ' The dependents of the Civil
War and Spanish-American War were not honored by such
gratuities.

In order to eliminate pensions for World War veterans,
vocational training laws were enacted in 1918. Eligibility
was determined for vocational training of 179,519 World War
veterans. Of the total number of World War veterans bene-
fited by this act, 128,747 satisfactorily completed the courses
prescribed for them. The total cost of vocational training
was $644,804,963.82.

After the World War period, the various veteran groups
petitioned Congress for a cash bonus for World War vet-
erans and as a result of their concentrated efforts over a
period of years, the World War Adjusted Compensation
Act was passed. This act, as you all know, provided that
veterans would be given an adjusted service certificate
which would become due in 20 years, with a loan value on
the certificate which increased in wvalue after the first 2
years. What happened to this law is history, as the veter-
ans shortly after receiving their certificates demanded full
payment of the certificates and 4,117,473 veterans and their
dependents have been paid either by bonds or check a sum
of $3,765,473,212.49. These certificates under the original
act would not have become due until 1945 if the veteran
filed for them in 1925.

Apparently every major program of the veteran organ-
izations has been to provide certain benefits to their respec-
tive group, which would eliminate the possibility of vet-
erans demanding pensions. As a result of this millions of
dollars have been appropriated. For instance, the sum total
of $200,044,766 was made available for construction pur-
poses during the past 20 years, and as a result of this
huge expenditure the Veterans’ Administration is now oper-
ating hospital facilities at 84 locations in 45 States and the
District of Columbia. These facilities have a bed capacity
of 54,779, and when the program is completed the total bed
capacity will be around 100,000. Since March 3, 1919, when
the acquisition of Government facilities was first author-
ized for the treatment of veterans of the World War, there
have been 2,028,865 admissions of United States veterans to
hospitals, of which 165,776 were made during this year.
Since June 7, 1924, when hospitalization was first author-
ized for veterans of all wars without regard to the origin
of their disabilities, 1,206,966, or about 75 percent of the
admissions, have been for treatment of disabilities not con-
nected with service. Over 92 percent of the admissions last
yvear were on account of non-service-connected disabilities.
The granting of hospitalization to World War veterans for
disabilities which are not service-connected is purely a
gratuity at the expense of the taxpayers, and unlike service-
connected disabilities cannot be justified as something to
which the veteran is rightly entitled as compensation from
his Government for service rendered. Of the United States
veterans admitted to hospitals during last year 90 percent
were World War veterans.

It was not long, however, after the World War Veterans’ Act
of June 7, 1924, which embraced new principles in the pay-
ment of compensation to veterans that far exceeded those of
any previous group, that the Disability Allowance Act was
passed. This law, as you know, provided pensions to World
War veterans who did not have any disabilities attributable
to their military service. The total cost of the Disability
Allowance Act was $190,334,347.54, and on June 30, 1933, when
these veterans were taken off the pension rolls due to the
Economy Act there were 412,482 veterans in receipt of disa-
bility allowance. There are, however, remaining on the rolls
55,739 World War veterans receiving permanent total non-
service-connected benefits. The annual value of awards for
these veterans amounts to $18,092,688. In addition to this
staggering sum there has been expended for compensation for
World War veterans the sum in excess of over $3,000,000,000.
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There has never been a country in the world’s history that
has been so generous and liberal with its veterans and their
dependents, especially the World War veteran group. Re-
gardless of the fact that World War veterans have received
insurance benefits, their dependents have received allotment
and allowance benefits, free hospitalization, adjusted compen-
sation—bonus—disability allowance for non-service-con-
nected disabilities, and liberal compensation benefits for serv-
ice-connected disabilities that cost the taxpayers of this
country over $11,000,000,000, which is more than two-thirds
the benefits received by veterans other than the World War
group, now we are faced with a pension drive by the World
War veterans for widows and orphans of that war which will
cost the taxpayers an additional $48,000,000 the first year,
and which will increase annually by large amounts that will
only be exceeded by the cost of future legislation when the
World War veteran himself makes his demand for universal
pensions in a sum that will definitely bankrupt the country.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr, Speaker, I object to the present con-
sideration of the bill.

EXTENSION TO CERTAIN CIVILIANS OF PRIVILEGES OF THE SOLDIERS’
HOMES

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 1008, to confer to
certain persons who served in the Quartermaster Corps or
under the jurisdiction of the Quartermaster General during
the War with Spain, the Philippine Insurrection, or the China
relief expedition the benefits of hospitalization and the
privileges of the soldiers’ homes.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I want to say, in reply to the gentleman from California, that
those old people who would have been benefited by the pas-
sage of the last bill, as has just been explained in the Well of
this House, are being thrown off of relief; they are being
thrown off of W. P. A.; they are being thrown off without
anything.

So far as concerns the creating of a precedent by the pas-
sage of such bill and its laying the groundwork for further
legislation, no man has any right to make that kind of
charge against it in this House. What we are trying to do
is to hold this veterans’ legislation down for these dependent
widows, children, and parents. We are fiying to hold it down
the very best we can; and to broadecast a speech like that, at-
tacking the veterans of this country and stating that it means
a pension for all veterans of the World War, is nothing in
God’s world but propaganda that ought not to go into the
RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my objection.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, the bill under censideration has no relationship what-
soever to the previous bill, to whose consideration I objected.
The pending bill has to do with the granting to certain civil-
ians who served in the Quartermaster Corps or under the
jurisdiction of the Quartermaster General during the War
with Spain, the Philippine Insurrection, or the China Relief
Expedition, the benefits of hospitalization, and the privileges
of the soldiers’ homes.

In view of the fact that the report does not contain any
statement from any one of the three departments of Govern=-
ment that are concerned I feel that this legislation is not en-
titled to the consideration of the House at this time. It is
my understanding that the War Department is opposed to the
legislation in view of the fact that it provides that civilians
may be placed in the Washington Soldier's Home, an institu-
tion maintained by funds derived from deductions from the
pay of soldiers serving in the military forces of the country.
For this reason, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill may be passed over without prejudice.

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I object to the considera-
tion of the bill.
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ENFORCEMENT LAWS PROHIBITING THE IMPORTATION OF PIRATICAL
COPIES OF WORKS COPYRIGHTED IN THE UNITED STATES

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 2689, to amend section 33
of the act entitled “An act to amend and consolidate the
acts respecting copyright,” approved March 4, 1909, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, efe., That section 33 of the act entitled “An act to
amend and consolidate the acts respecting copyright,” approved
March 4, 1909, is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 33. That the Secretary of the Treasury and the Postmaster
General are hereby empowered and required to make and enforce
individually or jointly such rules and regulations as shall prevent
the importation into the United States of articles prohibited im-
portation by this act, and may require, as conditions precedent to
exclusion of any work in which copyright is claimed, the copyright
proprietor or any person claiming actual or potential injury by
reason of actual or contemplated importations of copies of such
work to file with the Post Office Department or the Treasury Depart-
ment a certificate of the Register of Copyrights that the provi-
sions of section 12 of this act, as amended, have been fully complied
with, and to give notice of such compliance to postmasters or to
customs officers at the ports of entry in the United States in such
form and accompanied by such exhibits as may be deemed neces-
sary for the practical and efficlent administration and enforcement
of the provisions of sections 30 and 31 of this act.”

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

PURCHASE OF CERTAIN LANDS FOR SAN CARLOS INDIANS (ARIZONA)

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6796, to authorize the
purchase of certain lands for the San Carlos Apache Tribe,
Arizona.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, to
ask the author of this bill a question. The cost of this prop-
erty is estimated to be $19,134 for the land for this Indian
tribe. Who is going to purchase this land?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, the land will be
purchased by the Indian Bureau and that price is approxi=
mate because an agreement has not been entered into.
About 600 acres of land will be purchased out of funds
already appropriated or to be appropriated later to the San
Carlos Indians of the San Carios Indian Reservation. I do
not know whether it could be taken out of the Indian funds
or whether it must be out of funds appropriated for the
Indians.

Mr. RICH. Does this Indian tribe have any funds in the
Treasury?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. I think they have.

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman know?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. I do not know how much
they have, but whatever it is, this purchase price should not
be taken out of it.

Mr. RICH. I think the gentleman better get that in-
formation before action is taken on this bill. I ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. Speaker, that this bill be passed over
without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RicuH]?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, this bill has been O. K.'d by the Indian Bureau
and endorsed by two government agencies of Arizona. We
are trying to buy 600 acres of land to add to the San Carlos
Indian Reservation. About 130 or 140 acres are tillable when
under irrigation. This is another effort to make these In-
dians more nearly self-supporting. If they may have some
farm land on which to raise grass, they will become self-
sufficient, as they are expert stockmen. This purchase will
facilitate the economic management of the San Carlos
Reservation.

Mr, RICH. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate all that, and I know
that the Indian Bureau is interested. We say we are try-
ing to make the Indians self-supporting; but if notice is taken
of the legislation we have passed in the last 4 or 5 years in
support of Indians, the amcunt of appropriation each year is
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becoming greater and greater. It is supposed that the num-
ber of Indians is becoming less and less, but the cost of main-
taining them is increasing. Every member of the Interior
Department Appropriation Committee that has charge of the
allocation of funds to the Indian Bureau knows this to be the
case. I would like to know whether these funds are going
to be paid out of the Treasury of the United States or out of
the Indian tribe funds for the land. We ought to know that
definitely before we decide on the passage of the bill. I think
it should go over until the gentleman can get the informa-
tion we are asking for.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rica]?

There was no objection.

EXCHANGE OF LANDS ADJACENT TO SAN JUAN NATIONAL FOREST,
COLO.

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8356, for the exchange
of lands adjacent to the San Juan National Forest and the
Rio Grande National Forest in Colorado.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the provisions of the act of March 20,
1922 (42 Stat. L. 465; U. 8. C,, title 16, sec. 485), entitled “An act to
consolidate national forest lands,” and the provisions of the act of
February 28, 1925 (43 Stat. L. p. 1090; U. 8. C., title 16, sec. 486),
entitled “An act to amend an act entitled 'An act to consoclidate na-
tional forest lands,’” and acts amendatory thereto, are hereby ex-
tended to include any suitable offered lands within the boundaries
of that portion of the former Mexican grant known as the Tierra
Amarilla Grant, lying within the State of Colorado, adjacent to the
Rio Grande or San Juan National Forests. Lands conveyed to the
United States under this act shall, upon acceptance of title, become
parts of the national forest nearest to which they are situated, and
shall thereafter be subject to the laws, rules, and regulations appli-
cable to said national forest.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon=
sider was laid on the table.

ADMISSION TO CITIZENSHIP OF CERTAIN ALIENS

Mr, LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
return to Calendar No. 575, to consider the bill H. R. 6381, for
the admission to citizenship of aliens who came into this
country prior to February 5, 1917.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEsINSKI] ?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
this bill provides for the admission to citizenship of aliens who
came to this country prior to February 5. Will the gentleman
explain the bill?

Mr. LESINSKI. This bill provides that the people who are
legally in this country, and who have entered prior to 1917,
being in the main old people and unable to speak the lan-
guage fully and correctly, may be allowed to become citizens
without going through all the tests that are necessary now.
In other words, they are not allowed citizenship unless they
can read and write the English language.

Mr. TABER. Mr, Speaker, I shall have to object.

TRANSFER OF UNITED STATES PRISONERS IN CERTAIN CASES

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
return to Calendar No. 610 and the consideration of the bill
H. R. 9047, to provide for the transfer of United States prison-
ers in certain cases.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GosserT]?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid.
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That whenever any person confined in any
penal or correctional institution pursuant to a judgment of con-
viction of an offense against the United States has been indicted or
convicted of a felony in a court of record of any State, other than
the State in which such person is confined, the Attorney General
shall, if he finds it in the public interest to do so, upon the request
of the Governor or the executive authority of such State, and upon

the presentation of a certified copy of such indictment or judg-
ment of conviction, cause such person to be transferred prior to
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his release to a penal or correctional institution situated within
such State that is authorized to receive United States prisoners. In
the event more than one such request is presented in respect to any
prisoner, the Attorney General shall determine in his discretion
which request should receive preference. The expense of personnel
and transportation incurred in carrying out the provisions of this
act shall be chargeable to the appropriation for the “support of
United States prisoners.”

Sec. 2, The term “indictment” as used in this act shall include
“information” and the term “indicted" shall include *“informed
against.” The term “State” shall include the District of Columbia,
but not Territories.

Sec. 3. Nothing in this act shall be deemed to limit the authority
of the Attorney General to transfer any prisoners pursuant to any
other provision of law.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table,

Mr. GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks on the bill just passed at this point in the
REecorp, and include a proclamation of the Governor of Texas
and also a letter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, GOSSETT. Mr. Speaker, a number of Members have
asked me about H. R. 9047 on today’s Consent Calendar,
which was introduced by me, and have wanted to know the
reasons and necessity therefor. This I am glad to explain.

H. R. 9047 is entitled “A bill to provide for the transfer of
United States prisoners in certain cases.” Since this bill is
short and since the reading of the bill, I think, will enable
one to understand its purpose and import, I quote the bill
Jjust here in full:

Be it enacted, ete, That whenever any person confined in any
penal or correctional institution pursuant to a judgment of con-
viction of an offense against the United States has been indicted
or convicted of a felony in a court of record of any State, other
than the State in which such person is confined, the Attorney Gen-
eral shall, if he finds it in the public interest to do so, upon the
request of the Governor or the executive authority of such State,
and upon the presentation of a certified copy of such indictment or
Judgment of conviction, cause such person to be transferred prior
to his release to a penal or correctional institution situated within
such State that is authorized to receive United States prisoners.
In the event more than one such request is presented in respect to
any prisoner, the Attorney General shall determine in his discretion
which request should receive preference. The expense of personnel
and transportation incurred in carrying out the provisions of this
act shall be chargeable to the appropriation for the “Support of
United States prisoners.”

Sec. 2. The term “indictment” as used in this act shall include
“information,” and the term “indicted” shall include “informed
against.” The term “State” shall include the District of Columbia,
but not Territories.

Sec. 3. Nothing in this act shall be deemed to limit the au-
thority of the Attorney General to transfer any prisoners pursuant
to any other provision of law.

The purpose and workings of the bill might be further
illustrated by brief reference to a case prosecuted by me while
I was district attorney of the forty-sixth judicial district of
Texas. In January of 1934 it was my unpleasant duty to
prosecute a former sheriff and tax collector of Foard County,
Tex. This sheriffi was sent to the Texas penitentiary under
convictions in three separate cases, two convictions carried
penalties of 3 years each while a third carried a penalty of 7
years. On January 14, 1935, this ex-sheriff received a condi-
tional pardon on his 7-year sentence, but not on his 3-year
sentences, commitment papers on which had not been filed at
the State penitentiary at Huntsville, Tex. Immediately on
receipt of this conditional pardon said ex-sheriff went to New
Orleans, La., and surrendered to Federal officers to begin the
service of a sentence of 1 year and 1 day for conspiracy and
counterfeiting, and on January 30, 1935, was committed to
the United States penitentiary at Atlanta, Ga. On July 2,
1935, the aforesaid conditional pardon was revoked by the
then Governor of Texas, the Honorable James V. Allred. The
revocation proclamation of Governor Allred contains a fur-
ther statement of facts, and the proclamation is here quoted
in full:

PROCLAMATION BY THE GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF TEXAS

To All To Whom These Presents Shall Come:

Whereas Que R. Miller, convict No, 75520, was convicted in the
district court of Hardeman County, Tex., in January 1934, of mis-
application of public funds, and sentenced to 7 (2-7) years' con-
finement in the State penitentiary; and was, on the 14th day of |
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January 1935, granted a conditional pardon by the then Governor
in proclamation No. 27386; and

‘Whereas I have, as Governor, been requested to revoke the con-
ditional pardon granted Que R. Miller in proclamation No. 27386.
It has been represented to me by Hon. Ed L. Gossett, district attor-
ney in and for the forty-sixth judicial district of Texas, as follows:
“Said Miller in the procurement of said pardon perpetrated a fraud
upon the Governor in failing to disclose: (1) That at the time said
pardon was granted he was under final conviction for the misappli-
cation of public funds in Foard County, Tex. the commitment
papers for which were not then of record in the State penitentiary;
(2) That at such time there was then pending (and is still pending)
in the district court of Wilbarger County, Tex., an indictment
against the said Miller for the misapplication of public funds; (3)
That the said Miller had admitted the misapplication and conver-
sion of public money while sheriff and tax collector of Foard County
exceeding $40,000; (4) That sald Miller had been indicted in Foard
County, Tex., in cause No. 516 on the docket of the district court for
the fraudulent disposition of mortgaged proj , Which case had
been dismissed after he had gone to the penitentiary; (5) That
there had been filed on the 10th day of January 1935, and was then
pending (and is still pending) in the district court of Johnson
County, Tex., In cause No. 14984, an indictment against the sald
Que R. Miller for felony theft; (6) That on the 10th day of Decem~
ber 1933, in the district court of Jackson County, Okla., said Miller
had been indicted for the offense of robbery with firearms under the
alias of George Waggoner, said Waggoner and Miller being the same
persons, which indictment is now pending; (7) That at the time
such conditional pardon was granted that said Miller had
against him in the district court of Shawnee, Okla., an indictment
for robbing one Evans of $2,000, and was under $10,000 bond in such
cause, which cause is still pending; (8) That the records of the
Western Union office at Vernon then revealed that said Miller had
received in nine telegraphic messages over $38,000 from the tax
collector of Wilbarger County, Tex., such wires dating from October
1931 to May 1932, and that the tax collector of Wilbarger County had
admitted such money to have been public funds and such tax col-
lector went to the Texas penitentiary for such misapplication but
the sald Miller was never Indicted for this offense, it being the
opinion of prosecuting officials that he would have to do the 7
years assessed him in Hardeman County, Tex.; (9) That at such
time said Miller had pled guilty in the Federal court of New Orleans
to the possession of counterfeit money for which crime he is now
serving in the Federal penitentiary at Atlanta, Ga., his time expiring
on November 12, 1935. PFurthermore, since the granting of said
conditional pardon, said Miller has been twice indicted by the grand
jury of Wilbarger County, Tex. The grand jury for the March
term, 1935, indicted sald Miller for the swindle of one B. A, Winter
out of a diamond ring of the alleged value of $1,000; the grand
jury for the June term, 1935, indicted the said Miller for the
swindling of one F. M. Johnson out of $200, said swindle occurring on
or about January 15, 1935, at the very time of or after said condi-
tional pardon was granted.” Because the sald Que R. Miller has
been twice indicted for felonies since the granting of the conditional
pardon to him in proclamation No. 27386, because there is now
pending against him in four different district courts at least six
felony indictments, and because of the fraudulent representations
and nondisclosures, and because Miller's entire record proves him to
be a dangerous enemy of soclety, this for a revocation of
the conditional pardon granted the convict has been asked. The
conditional pardon granted the said Que R. Miller stated that it
was subject to revocation “for any good and sufficient reason” of
the Governor’s justifying his so doing * * * “with or without
hearing * * *.” Acting upon and because of the recommenda-
tion stated above: Now, therefore,

I, James V. Allred, Governor of the State of Texas, by virtue of the
authority vested in me under the constitution and laws of this
State, upon the recommendations hereinabove cited and for the
reasons herein set out and now on file in the office of the Secretary
of State, do hereby revoke the conditional pardon granted to Que
R. Miller in proclamation No. 27386 by the then Governor on the
14th day of January 1935. The said conditional pardon is hereby
set aside and declared void. The prison authorities are hereby in-
structed to take him in charge immediately upon his release from
the Federal penitentiary at Atlanta, Ga., and return him to the
penitentiary to serve the remainder of his term.

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto signed my name officially
and caused the seal of State to be impressed hereon at Austin, this
the 2d day of July, A. D., 1935,

[sEAL] JaMEs V. ALLRED,

Governor of Tezas.
By the Governor:

GERALD C. MANN,
Secretary of State.

On the expiration of said ex-sheriff’s term in the United
States prison at Atlanta, on request from Texas officials, upon
warrants from Texas courts, said Miller was taken into
custody by the sheriff of Fulton County, Ga.

Gov. Eugene Talmadge, of Georgia, refused to surrender
said ex-sheriff to Texas officers. Notwithstanding three un-
served sentences in the Texas penitentiary, notwithstanding
the numerous felony indictments pending in Texas against
the said Que R. Miller, Governor Talmadge refused Governor
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Allred’s request for Miller’s return and gave his reasons
therefor in the following letter to Governor Allred:

DecemMBer 20, 1935.
Hon. James V. ALLRED,
of Texas, Austin, Tex,

My DeAr GoverNor: The requisition for the extradition of Q. R.
Miller, was presented to me today, and after going into the matter
thoroughly, I have declined to grant the extradition.

It appears that Miller was given a conditional pardon by the Gov-
ernor of Texas on January 14, 1935, that he immediately surrendered
himself to the Federal authorities and was sent to the Federal
penitentiary at Atlanta, Ga., and served a sentence of which he had
been previously convicted.

He has completed the service of this sentence at the Federal
penitentiary in Atlanta, Ga., and the request for his extradition
is based on the fact that his conditional pardon was revoked on
July 2, 1935.

It is apparent on its face that this man has not had an oppor-
tunity to commit a erime or to violate his conditional pardon, due to
the fact that he has been incarcerated in the Federal penitentiary
since it was granted.

Sworn testimony was given showing that the information glven
by the district attorney in his petition to you for revocation of the
conditional pardon was on file with Governor Ferguson when she
granted the conditional pardon. This being true, I cannot see
how Miller could be guilty of fraud in securing his conditional

In view of these facts which appear on the face of this case, and
from sworn testimony, I think the extradition should be denied,
and have given the matter that direction.

With kindest regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
EvGENE TALMADGE, Governor.

Had H. R. 9047 been the law in 1935, Federal officers would
have placed said Miller in a Federal prison in Texas prior to
his release. Miller would have been released in his home
State of Texas at little or no additional expense and there
would have been no confusion or miscarriage of justice.
H. R. 9047 is designed to plug this big hole in our defense
against crime and to provide for better cooperation by the
Federal Government with the States in the matter of law
enforcement.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the consideration of bills
on the Consent Calendar.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks and to include therein comments
by Senator McNArY, Senator BARKLEY, and others.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California [Mr. SHEPPARD]?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 2 minutes and to revise and extend my remarks,
including a letter from a member of the Oklahoma Legis-
lature.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, Boren]1?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOREN. Mr, Speaker, in the Recorp of March 25, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr, RaNKIN], in an extension of
his remarks, made an attack on the Governor and Legislature
of Oklahoma.

Mr. Speaker, I rise because I want to do what little I can
to destroy prejudice wherever it may raise its vicious head.

In his remarks unfounded assertion has been the gentle-
man'’s chief resort. There was a time when slander fulminated
from the platform smote like a sword, but the supply having
greatly exceeded the demand, political slander and misrep-
resentation has at last become almost innocent amusement.

Arguments cannot be answered by personal abuse, There
is no logic in slander. Falsehood in the end defeats itself.
The gentleman does not offer facts, he makes assertions, He
does not say, “I think.” He says, “I know.” He does not
appeal to reason, he calls on prejudice. It is amazing to me
that a difference of opinion on a condition that he knows
nothing with certainty about should lead the gentleman from
Mississippi to accuse, persecute, and hate people he does not
know. Does he denounce and slander every person who
thinks for himself? Does he hold that every thought con-
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trary to his own is conceived in falsehood and brought forth
in fraud?

Slander has been used as a weapon for centuries against
those who exercise the right to think for themselves. It is the
same old hoot, hooted by screech owls for a thousand years.
There is little democracy until there is mental grandeur
enough to allow every man to have his thought and say with-
out impugning his motives and slandering his actions, Is
it now so that no two men can differ and still respect each
other's motives and integrity? Is thought to become a slave
and reason a trembling coward? Is independence a crime?
Has cowardice become a virtue? In my opinion every mind
should think, investigate, and conclude for itself the road
to take, Every man should repel dictation and tyranny from
whatever source it should come.

Particularly, the gentleman said:

A large number of influential members of that body (the State
legislature), who occupy key positions, are on the pay rolls of the
oil interests, coal interests, or power interests.

In addition to his malicious attack on the Governor of
Oklahoma, the gentleman has seen fit to indict and condemn
the State legislature. If the gentleman from Mississippi has
any specific information of any wrong activity or any guilt
on the part of any of these people whom he condemns, I am
sure that the people of Oklahoma would like to have specific
information, if the gentleman can base it upon substantiat-
ing facts. If he has no facts, he ought to say so. If his
statements are based on hearsay, they are immediately open
to suspicion.

Like the Congress of the United States, the Legislature of
Oklahoma is an elected body, made up by and large, I am
sure, of men of integrity. The gentleman’s remarks about
the Legislature of Oklahoma indicate with what amazing
ingenuity a fragment of truth can be magnified, twisted, and
distorted out of language.

I am not addressing myself to the right or wrong of any
particular action of the Governor or the Legislature of the
State of Oklahoma. I do not follow the details of their
activities closely enough to pass judgment. I devote my time
to trying to do a good job here. So far as my relations with
the Governor and the members of the Legislature of Okla-
homa are concerned, they attend to their affairs and I attend
to mine. I do not meddle in State affairs, but I resent, for
the State of Oklahoma, this false accusation against the
elected officials of my State.

The charge that any great number of influential members
of the State Legislature of Oklahoma are on the pay roll of
special interests is unreasonable, untrue, and malicious. I
hold these charges in infinite contempt.

I do not believe the gentleman ever set foot in Oklahoma
or ever spent a day in Oklahoma in his life, so how can be
know the facts involved? I can assure the gentleman that
Oklahoma is filled with men of character and intelligence.
Men and women capable of governing themselves without
assistance from the gentleman from Mississippi.

The State of Mississippi, with all of its fine and splendid
people, is not free from suffering and want, and I expect that
in the State of Mississippi industry is crippled, labor is
robbed, and the poor are burdened with taxation. While we
realize that the gentleman’s mental hemorrhage in which he
slandered the Governor and Legislature of Oklahoma was
born out of a feeling of knight errantry, we feel that his
knighthood would best be in flower championing the cause of
labor in Mississippi, promoting the health and welfare of the
farmers of Mississippi and abolishing the specter of hunger,
want, and insecurity from within the boundaries of his State.

I do not assert that every action of the Governor and Leg-
islature of Oklahoma has been in every way correct. I have
no doubt but that there have been errors of judgment. I am
certain that in the main the Oklahoma Legislature is filled
with men of wisdom, integrity, and good character.

I have no information which would lead me to pass judg-
ment on the action of the Governor of Oklahoma at the Grand
River Dam, so I do not approve or condemn it. I feel that
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those questions are up to the people of Oklahoma and not for
me to decide, and certainly not to be settled by the gentleman
from Mississippi.

It is an unpleasant and unwanted duty to come in conflict
with a colleague, but the gentleman’s broad indictment is
unjust and unfair. He has not supported with evidence and
fact a single assertion that he has made.

Representing my distriet with the concurrent broader re-
sponsibilities has absorbed all of my time, and so I repeat, in
conclusion, that I have had neither the time nor the inclina~-
tion even to observe closely the activities of the Governors
or the legislatures of the various States. I do not try to
decide what they should do with the problems which they
must face and meet. I have enough to do to decide what
should be done with problems we must meet and solve here.
I would not presume to try to tell the Governor or Legislature
of Oklahoma or of any other State what to do, just as I would
not permit them to tell me what to do in any given cir-
cumstance.

Mr. Speaker, I do not rise here to defend the action of the
Governor or any particular member of the Oklahoma Legis-
lature in any particular circumstance or matter, but I do
defend the Governor of Oklahoma as a man of character and
the legislature of my State as a body of honorable men. The
finest thing about a democracy is that every action is its own
defense and lives only the length of its value. If an action
is right it will live and grow forever. If it is wrong it will
break down of its own weight and die in its own error. Mr.
Speaker, I arose to denounce and condemn an unjust and
unwarranted attack upon my State and the elected officials
of my State.

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, STATE OF OKLAHOMA,
March 29, 1940.
Hon. LyLE H. Boren, M. C.,
House Office Building, Washington, D, C.

Dear Sim: I have noticed in the newspapers that an attack has
been made upon the Governor of our State in regard to his par-
tiality to utilities and also as to his record when a member of the
house of representatives. I feel that this is a reflection upon the
record that I have written as a member of the house of representa~
tives, Certainly it behooves me to protect my record and that of
the Governor also.

For your information and that of the gentlemen who made this
attack, I have gone through all the legislative journals since 1933,
the beginning of Governor Phillips’ career in public office, and have
checked the recorded votes affecting utilities, Not one time do I
find where he has cast a vote in support of legislation favoring the
utilities and public-service corporations of this State.

It might be well to here set out and enumerate the bills that were
introduced and passed by the fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth
sesslons of the Oklahoma Legislature, of which Governor Phillips
was a member. Beginning with the fourteenth legislature in 1933,
Governor Phillips voted “aye” on house bill No. 1, which was an act
levying a tax upon the net incomes of utilities and public-service
corporations. I find that he voted “aye” on house bill No. 225,
which levied a tax upon freight rates against railroads. He voted
“aye” on house bill No. 650, levying a corporation license tax. He
was the author of house bill No. 675, which proposed to create a
revolving fund of $100,000 to investigate and assemble facts in regard
to the public utilities’ rate—this fund to be collected from the
utilities doing business in this State.

During the fifteenth session of the Oklahoma Legislature, in-
1935, Phillips was speaker of the house of representatives. He
changed the basic rates of income tax which vitally affected the
utilities of this State. The old law provided for a 2-percent to
b-percent tax on a graduated scale. He passed the bill, broadening
it from 1 percent to 6 percent, which nearly doubled the tax on
utilities. House bill No. 87, knewn as the gross production tax bill,
passed the house in that session, increasing the gross-production
tax from 3 percent to 8 percent. That more than Jdoubled the tax.
During the fifteenth session Phillips initiated a program and set
up a balanced budget, which this State had not enjoyed for 8 years
previous. It also created a surplus of about $1,000,000. Nobody else
can take credit for that except our Governor.

In the sixteenth legislature, beginning in 1937, Governor Phillips
voted for and supported a bill which created the Grand River Dam
authority. He also voted for the passage of house bill No. 94, which
limited the length of trains. The railroads put on a lobby during
that session attempting to defeat this bill which has never been
surpassed. House bill No. 349, charging a franchise tax on public
utilities that operated in this State, was passed by Governor Phillips’
untiring efforts.

During his administration as Governor he has done away with the
ports of entry, which were a trade barrier limiting the trucking
industry from competition and giving the people a disadvantage in
freight rates in the State of Oklahoma with surrounding States.
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As Governor he ordered his attorneys in the tax commission to
collect a use tax against the Stanolind Pipe Line Co. and the South-
western Bell Telephone Co. These companies had paid this tax
and later filed a suit in the Federal courts to recover the amount of
revenue that they had paid in. This case has been heard and de-
cided in favor of the companies and, upon the Governor's instruc-
tions, appealed to the circuit court of appeals and is set for oral
argument on April 16 of this year.

All during his tenure in public coffice not one place can I find a
bill showing favoritism to the utilities. I had the pleasure of serv-
ing 4 years in the house of representatives with Governor Phillips.
I served in the last session, under his administration, as a repre-
sentative from Lincoln County. I am rather proud of the record I
have made and I am more than proud of the record that Governor
Phillips has made in the past and is making at the present time as
Governor of this Commonwealth.

Certainly, bearing in mind Governor Phillips' legislative record
and his record as our chief executive, no one familiar with these
facts could charge him with favoring utilities or public-service
corporations.

I have made a thorough check of his record and I am giving it to
you to do with as you please. You may use it to enlighten others
who have made these accusations or to acquaint yourself with his
record.

Sincerely yours,
Lester D. HorT,
State Representative, Lincoln County.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SuerparD). Under a pre-

vious special order of the House, the gentleman from California

[Mr. Vooruis] is recognized for 30 minutes.
THE UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, we are con-
fronted today with a critical situation, to which reference has
already been made in the House this afternoon, but it can
hardly be understood except against the background of the
general economic problem which we face.

I take it that all of us are eager to solve the unemployment
problem. But we do not want just to solve the unemployment
problem. We want to do more than that. We want to solve
the unemployment problem within the framework of a free
economic system and with the preservation of our constitu-
tional democracy as a form of government. This presents us
with a more difficult task than might otherwise be the case.
That task is worth doing with all our might, for the future of
human liberty depends upon our accomgplishing it.

The prchlem in a nutshell is largely a matter of 2 plus 2
having to equal 4. Indusiry and agriculture turn out goods
each year of a certain value and price. The total selling price
of all these goods is equal to the realized income of the people
of the United States, but unless that income is promptly
either spent on consumers’ goods or invested in new capital
goods you have a shortage of buying power, and a part of
those goods cannot be sold.

Under these circumstances one of three things must hap-
pen: Either Congress without resort to public debt has to exer-
cise its constitutional prerogative and actually create money
and place it into circulation through the hands of people who
will spend it promptly to an amount sufficient to compensate
for that shortage of buying power, or else it must do things
which will directly stimulate the prompt investment of idle
savings, or else Government must in some manner itself spend
sufficient funds to compensate for the shortage of buying
power relative to the value of goods and services produced.
The last method is the one used over the past 7 years. But it
has been used intermittently and at times on an insufficient
scale to bring the desired results. And once the money has
been spent we have had no adequate means of keeping it in
active circulation.

Unless these things are done and if investment is not
promptly made of that section of realized income which goes
into the hands of the people who normally will save or invest
it, then you have unemployment and depression.

OUR CONDITION TODAY IS WHOLLY DIFFERENT FROM THAT OF THE TWENTIES

I know that in what I am going to say here today I shall be
confronted before I get through with someone saying, “Why
not go back to what we did in the twenties? We seemed to get
along all right in those days. Why not go back and follow
along that same policy?” I am going to answer that at this
time before I get started on the rest of my remarks.
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In the first place, we did not get along all right in the
twenties. The reason we did not get along all right was
because all through the twenties we were laying the ground-
work for the most terrible depression in all the history of
this country; namely, the depression of 1929. The collapse
of that year was caused by maladjustments which had been
accumulating all through the previous 9 years.

The second point is that during the twenties you had four
different things that were taking place which constituted
avenues of compensation for the failure of savings to go
promptly into investment. The first of these was a net in-
crease in the debts of local governments; that is, States and
municipalities, of about $1,000,000,000 a year. This money
was mostly spent on local public improvements and public
works. This net expansion of local-government debt, totaling
about $9,000,000,000 during the twenties up to 1929, contin-
ued until approximately the year 1933, when it started to
level off. The debt of local public bodies is now slightly on
the decline.

In the second place, the consumers of America had accu-
mulated a total consumers’ indebtedness by 1929 of some-
where between $9,000,000,000 and $11,000,000,000. They owed
that much for goods bought on the installment plan; that
is, they had attempted to purchase some $11,000,000,000
more of goods and services than they had the income to pay
for, and had taken those goods off the shelves but never, in
fact, were able to pay for them.

In the next place, a lot of foreign bonds were sold, which
means there was a lot of money loaned to foreign countries,
money that never was paid back but which for the time
being constituted a market for goods. In other words,
America was able to work like the very devil in order to cre-
ate a lot of valuable goods to send abroad and not get paid
for them, but it did create employment temporarily and a
distribution of buying power.

Now, let me show you a couple of charts. I hold in my hand
a chart of family dwelling construction. This is 1932, and
this is 1939. It shows a steady increase during those years.
Look at the difference, however, between the twenties and
the thirties. There is where a lot of money now in idle
savings went in the twenties. This is the value of building
construction, telling the same story. I could go on and show
you other examples of the same thing.

We are not in a period comparable to the twenties, Mr.
Speaker; we are in a new period which is marked more than
anything else by one characteristic; namely, a sharp increase
in the output and efficiency per worker both in agriculture
and in industry. We can produce more with fewer people
employed. But we cannot continue to produce unless pretty
much everyone is able to consume his share of national out-
put. We are under the absolute necessity of seeing to it
that the standard of living of the American Nation rises in
proportion to its power to produce wealth. For good or ill,
and I would say on the whole for good, we are not at the
moment making a lot of foreign loans, not in anything like
the volume they were being made in the twenties.

We cannot simply stop all our governmental efforts and
turn this thing loose, because there just simply is not room
for enough investment to absorb the funds which now seek
investment. Our distribution of income is so heavily
weighted in favor of the top one-third of our population
that they cannot find places to invest promptly the 20
percent of the total national income which, in a year like
1937, they will save. We save about 20 percent or at any
rate 15 percent of our national income. On the basis of
a national income of even $80,000,000,000 we would have to
find investment opportunity for about $19,000,000,000, and
it just cannot be done. We just do not need $19,000,000,000
of new capital goods each year. That amount of money is
half the value of all the factories in America. There has
got to be more money in the stream of consumer buying
power and less in the pools of idle savings in order to enable
the remainder of investment funds to be promptly put to
work.
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Every time a new machine is invented, moreover, we need
an additional volume of consumer buying power in circu-
lation to match this increased production. At present we
depend on an increase in either public or private debt to
get this expansion of our money supply. We should not be
in that position when our Nation’s power to produce in-
creases; then is the time when our money supply should be
increased by direct action of Congress creating that money.
We should not, as a Nation, go into debt to the banking
system when we need a net addition to consumer buying
power to match an inecrease in production. But to get back
to our comparison of the present day with the 1920's.

State and local debt has stopped increasing, and con-
sumers on the whole are not able to expand their debt as
they did during the twenties. We find ourselves, therefore,
in the position where, unless some other salutary measures
are taken, such as a program of taxes and pensions to our
older citizens which would, in effect, shift a portion of funds
that now seek investment over into active consumer buying
power—in the absence of taking that step, in the absence of
establishing a truly scientific monetary system which would
bring money into circulation in accordance with national
needs and not in accordance with purely fortuitous circum-
stances of a group of people being willing to borrow at
interest from the banking system, and the banks being like-
wise ready to lend, in the absence of taking some of these
steps, in the absence of making a constructive use of some
of the gold and silver resources that now lie idle in the
Federal Treasury as a credit base for a public-works pro-
gram which might be run on the basis of as little as 1
percent interest, in the absence of doing those things, we
are confronted with the necessity that the Federal Govern-
ment has got to compensate for the failure of investment
to be promptly made or else you go deeper into depression,
and unemployment continues.

Since last December 1939 the Federal Reserve index of
production has declined from 128 points to 104 for the
month of March, The rate of decline is just about as sharp
as it was in the latter part of 1937.

Mr, O'CONNOR. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. O'CONNOR. It has been suggested that we must
resort again to increasing our imports and commence to
lend again to foreign nations to bring us out of the condi-
tion we are in. What has the gentleman to say about
that?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. The gentleman has this to
say about it. I am in favor of foreign trade as a means
of mutual benefit to two nations, one of which can produce
certain commodities and the other other commodities so
that there is benefit by mutual interchange of needed goods.
But I believe it is a confession of failure on our own part
when we find it necessary to rely upon shipping valuable
commodities out of our country in order to distribute wages
to our own people because of those exports instead of being
able to bring about a better standard of living for our own
people here at home. And I would remind the gentleman
of the very remarkable speech made by Mr. Milo Perkins,
in Des Moines, Iowa, in which he pointed out that so far
as the farmers of America are concerned, their greatest
possibility of an expanded market lies in enabling the poor-
est two-thirds of the American people to buy the food they
really need.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I want to say that the gentleman is
making a very splendid, convincing, and elaborate argu-
ment and I agree with every word he says, but the gen-

tleman would oppose, would he not, the further lending of

money to foreign counfries until we have put our own
country on its feet?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I think the gentleman is
right.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield to the gentleman from
Texas.
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Mr. PATMAN. Isit not a fact, though, that the gentleman
would welcome loans to foreign countries that are good loans,
properly secured, if they are secured and the gentleman feels
reasonably certain they would be paid back. That kind of
foreign trade the gentleman would be in favor of.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. That is quite a different mat-
ter, I will say to the gentleman.

I would like to proceed now, if I may for a few moments
without interruption, because I want to get on with my
statement.

YEARS 1937 AND 1940 COMPARED

In the year 1937, the Congress was confronted by a decision
very similar to the one that it confronts today. In the closing
months of 1936 we found an increase in employment. Here
is a chart that shows it. Here is 1933, and employment went
up through about the middle of 1937 and got above 100, which
was the average for 1923 to 1925, At that point we said, “Ah,
now we must balance the Budget. Now we almost have
gotten the best of this thing, so now is the time to quit.” This
short-sighted policy, together with another factor that came
into the picture at that time—the Social Security Act—caused
a sharp decline. I think I can explain that better by saying
that manufacturers and producers of goods ordinarily accu-
mulate a certain quantity of inventory. If their inventory be-
comes a considerable one and if they must look forward to
a sharp curtailment of mass buying power on the part of the
people, they just let those inventories run off, shut down
their plants, and curtail employment. They do not do this
to be mean; they do it because they have to. Therefore,
when in 1937 it became apparent that not only was it con-
templated that W. P. A. employment would be sharply cur-
tailed, but that P. W. A. was to be shut down, and also that
there would be a serious deflationary influence from the op-
eration of the Social Security Act, you then had a sharp
decline in employment in private industry in 1937. Now,
if you will observe the curve at the end of this chart, you
will find that the same tendency is indicated for the beginning
of 1940, and indeed, between December 1939 and February
1940, employment did decline, according to the Department
of Labor, by 1,160,000, part of which, of course, was a sea-
sonal decline. Our main job, however, is to halt that decline
now. We can do it.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, VOORHIS of California. Yes.

Mr. PATMAN. Does the gentleman remember another
factor that he did not mention—the time the curve started
down and the country went into a tail spin? Just before
that the reserve requirements of the banks were doubled,
which was the same as plowing under three or four hillion
dollars. It was lost.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Yes; and I think also at that
time there were other policies that might have been pur-
sued with good effect by the Federal Reserve Board, that
were not used. I would point out generally that inflation
can never take place so long as increases in monetary supply
or velocity are matched by corresponding increases in the
production of goods and services.

As far as inventories at the moment are concerned, we find
the manufacturing inventories in February at 110.5, com-
pared to 100 for December 1938, and 12 points higher than
last June. Wholesale inventories in February were at 118
points, compared to December 1938. If businessmen must
look ahead to the Federal Government firing 1,400,000 W. P. A,
workers between now and October—I will explain that state-
ment later on—do you think they would maintain these in-
ventories or would they let them run off and cut down pro-
duction and lay off men? Anybody who can think about
it will know. As a matter of fact, since December there has
been a net decline in private employment of over 1,000,000
men. I do not know exactly how many, but some people
estimate it at a million and a half. Orders on file have de-
clined. Here is a chart that shows that.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. VOORHIS of California. These charts are mostly for
heavy-goods industries. I will yield in a moment. We have
no P. W. A. program in operation at the moment, though
we ought to have, and my speech today would be different if
we did have one. We could have one without any particular
burden, without 1 cent of burden on the Budget. We could
have a program offering loans at 1 percent to public bodies
for public works—for schools, hospitals, and the like. We
could have that if the Federal Government stopped hoarding
some $4,000,000,000 of money, which it is not using today.
There is $1,600,000,000 of idle silver seignorage in the Treas-
ury. There is the $2,000,000,000 stabilization fund, of which
only $200,000,000 has ever been used. Assuming that $500,-
000,000 were left in the stabilization fund, that is a total of
$3,100,000,000 which might readily be used as a credit base.
In addition, there is $280,000,000 of completely idle gold, to
say nothing of the Government gold against which the Fed-
eral Reserve banks have been given gold-certificate credits,
and a working balance of over a billion dollars in the Treas-
ury. It seems to me that we might make use of some of
the monetary resources. The people have paid for them; why
not use them for the people’s benefit?

I would not be speaking as I am today except that we have
failed to pass legislation that would have given us a monetary
system readily responsive to the Nation’s needs; we have gone
along with a seriously deflationary social-security program,
seeking to build up a huge reserve instead of passing a na-
tional pension system that would operate on a pay-as-you-go
basis, paying out promptly all the tax money it takes in.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Yes.

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman brought out an interesting
point the other day, and I hope that he develops it more fully
now, as to how much of this money in the Treasury could
be used. There is a general fund and a stabilization fund,
and I believe it was shown that there were about $3,000,-
000,000 hoarded in the Treasury that could be used now for
W. P. A. or anything else of that kind.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I think it is at least that
much. There is $1,642,000,000, approximately, of silver seign-
orage against which there has been no currency issued, and
in the stabilization fund there is a total of $2,000,000,000, of
which only $200,000,000 has ever been used. A billion and a
half might readily be used for constructive purposes. There
is also nearly $300,000,000, I believe, of completely free gold,
and, as the gentleman suggests, a very large working balance
of, I believe, over $1,000,000,000.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Yes.

Mr. RANKIN. Does not the gentleman think it is better
to restore prosperity to our own people than to stabilize the
currency of foreign countries?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I do; and at this present
moment we might have a long-range program of public works,
that might be set up on a basis of approved projects, which
might be available at the time of unemployment, so that men
could be put to work when necessary, so that we would have it
on a stable basis. We have the monetary reserve to do that.
That is only one part of the answer I would like to make to
the gentleman.

Mr. RANKIN. The program we are following is extremely
deflationary.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. It is, in my opinion.

Mr. RANKIN. We are borrowing money from the rich
and giving it to the poor, for the rest of the American people
to give back with compound interest. That not only kills
initiative, but it also depresses prices. We demonetize silver
and demonetize gold. We have our gold buried in the ground
and our silver almost in the same condition. If we would
remonetize both gold and silver on a ratio of something like
15 or 16 to 1 and issue currency against this gold and put it
in ecirculation, it would remonetize silver all over the world
and start foreign nations which are not at war to trading
with us. That would restore farm commodity prices almost
overnight. and would break this deadlock. Then men would
find their own jobs. They would go back to their own farms
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and their own homes and not be seeking the relief rolls.
Until we do that, we might as well understand that we are
going to be in this log jam that we are in today, and public
spending will continue.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I thank the gentleman from
Mississippi very much. Now, speaking of deflationary influ-
ences, I would just like to point out—I know the reasons for
it and why it is done and everything else, but the fact re-
mains that in the current year of 1940 the social-security
system will tax away from the people $1,200,000,000 more
than will be paid out in benefits. That is for the purpose
of building up a reserve; but the point is that unless that
$1,200,000,000 is compensated for some way by additional
spending on the part of the Government, which amount
must, under our present monetary system, be borrowed, then
you have got into a deflationary influence there that is most
serious from the standpoint of our need for a proper balance
between the consumer buying power and the power to pro-
duce. That is the reason why I believe, frankly, we should
have a national system of pensions based upon the kind
of taxes that will reduce the total volume of now idle money.

Mr. PATMAN. Will the géntleman yield further?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I yield.

Mr. PATMAN. Will the gentleman develop the unem-
ployment-insurance taxation? Would you have another
system of raising the money for that?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I would raise the benefits
first of all. But the difficulty is that only the States can
take that action. I personally believe, also, that there is tco
much money being set aside for administration. I cannot
understand why 10 percent is necessary, but I am a layman on
that and I do not know for certain about that, and perhaps I
should not say anything about it. But in general I would
say that the benefits from unemployment insurance should
be raised. That is a State matter, however.

Mr, PATMAN. I mean the taxes; the tax to raise that
money. Would you adopt another method for raising the
money or would you continue the one we have now?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I think the tax on pay rolls
for unemployment insurance, as well as old-age insurance, is
essentially a deflationary tax. As a matter of fact, we are
taxing pay rolls and spending the money on general Gov-
ernment expenses. Sound tax policy would indicate an op-
posite system.

Mr. PATMAN. I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. But on unemployment in-
surance I would say this, in general: I think that at the mo-
ment the most important thing would be for the States to
raise the benefits, because many a man is worse off because
he gets it than if he did not get it, because it makes him in-
eligible for other work programs. We cannot correct that,
but the States can correct it.

On the matter of old-age pensions, we should have a dif-
ferent form of taxation, and one which would meet this cen-
tral problem I am talking about, namely, the unbalance
between consumer buying power, on the one hand, and pro-
duction on the other—the inability of our people to buy
what can so easily be produced.

W. P. A. ONLY AGENCY NOW AVAILABLE

One agency remains today which we can use to do the
immediate job of starting employment on the upward road
again. Here is the chart of industrial production for 1937
and for 1940. In both years a drop in employment shows
the same proposition—sloughing off there and sloughing off
here. We have one agency that can be used to check this
tendency before it becomes serious, as it did in 1937, and that
is the W. P. A. Yet here is what we plan to do.

I come to you with a brief today not only for those W. P. A.
families, hundreds of whom I know, who are good people,
people who only want to keep their kids in school, who only
want to work for a living instead of being on relief or the
dole. People talk about this being a dole program. It is not
a dole program. It is an opportunity for people to earn a
living instead of being put on the dole. I come to you not
only with a brief for that group of people, but with a brief
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for the whole economic system of this country at this mo-
ment. I come to you with an appeal to keep these people
working in order to stiffen consumer demand. If we wait
longer, we will be hearing speeches about how “hunger is
not debatable,” and we' will be passing an emergency bill fo
feed people when it is too late, and it will cost us a lot more
money after we get through than if we act now.

In 1937 we waited, and in 1938 we came in with something
like a $4,000,000,000 program. The time to cut these pro-
grams is when these people actually go back to work in pri-
vate industry and not when somebody thinks maybe they
are going to go back. How many of us know what this
schedule of cuts on W. P. A. contemplates? If contemplates
the following: 200,000 off in April; 300,000 off in May; 200,000
off in June. That is the end of this fiscal year. Seven hun-
dred thousand heads of families to be laid off at a time when
private employment is declining and not increasing.

PROGRAM FOR NEXT FISCAL YEAR

‘We must put people to work, for private industry is not
taking up the slack. If we are to have a sound program, we
had better increase those rolls and not cut them down. At
least we must keep them where they are. And now let us look
ahead. The figure of the Budget for next year, $1,000,000,000
for W. P. A. next year, would employ only 1,350,000 as against
an average of 2,000,000 for this year. It means an average cut
of 650,000.

Now, unless we keep up the employment for the balance of
this year, there will be only a million and a half employed at
the end of this coming June, and if the $1,000,000,000 Budget
figure for next year is not changed, W. P. A. will have to cut
another 600,000 or 700,000 off between June 30 and the trough
of employment in the late summer in order to have any expan-
sion of the rolls possible in the coming winter, What we are
really contemplating, unless this picture is changed by Con-
gress, is a reduction of the W. P. A. employees by 1,400,000
between now and the end of the summer. We cannot do this
thing, Mr. Speaker.

WHERE WILL THE MONEY COME FROMY?

Certainly the least we can do is to prevent the laying off
of one single person between now and the end of the fiscal
year, To do this will cost $86,800,000. That is all it will
cost us, but where are we going to get the money? I will
tell you about that.

Mr. RANKIN. I would get the money.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I will come to that in a
moment.

Mr. RANKIN. I would issue it against this gold.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I thank the gentleman for
the contribution, and I am not in disagreement with him,
I will say that; but I want to show that there is more than
one way of doing it and no excuse for not doing it. I will
tell you various ways it could be done. I have already intro-
duced a bill to do it. It would be this. There are some
industries that have benefited very greatly from the war
situation—a few, not very many, but a few. Agriculture has
been hurt, fruit and vegetables have been hurt, tobacco has
been hurt, even wheat has been hurt, and other peacetime
industries. I think it is fair for us to levy a special tax on
war excess profits in order that the burden of raising this
revenue should be better distributed as between those who
benefit from wartime profits and those who are hurt by war.
That bill would provide some relief. In other words, I just
want to say that I am not afraid to take my medicine on the
tax side of this thing if it is necessary.

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Very briefly, but I have not
much time left.

Mr. PATRICK. Would it not be tremendously difficult, if
not almost impossible, to determine who was hurt and who
was not hurt, between ordinary profits and excess profits?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Not if we would follow this
bill and say we would take normal profits as profits made in a
base period of 4 or 5 years. A base period would be fixed in
which normal profits would be determined. The tax would
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not apply say to any profits below 5 percent, 6 percent, or 7
percent, in any case, and it would fall only on the increass
over and above normal profits of corporations. Another way
of getting the money, however, is this hoarded money in the
Treasury that we spoke about awhile ago. Another way is
that current tax revenues according to the best estimate that
we can get hold of are going to run about $400,000,000 ahead
of the original estimates. The $86,000,000 required to carry
the W. P. A. rolls along at their present strength would be less
than one-quarter of the estimated increase of revenue derived
from income-tax sources and from customs. No; if Congress
permits these lay-offs, it cannot give the excuse that it did
not have the money.

Over a period of time we have run on the basis of employ-
ing about 25 percent of the unemployed on W. P. A. I read
in the morning’s paper that the A. F. of L. estimates the unem-
ployed at the present time at about 10,500,000, if my memory
serves me correctly. According to the basis that we have fol-
lowed in the past, that would mean over 2,500,000 people on
W.P. A. As a matter of fact, we have about 2,300,000. And
we are planning to cut it down to 900,000 before next fall.

‘WE NEED A CONSISTENT POLICY

I think I have made my position abundantly clear. I want
to look at this thing fundamentally. I do not want the
Congress to continually find itself in a position where it must
suddenly decide that we have got to expand W. P. A,, or hav-
ing done so for a period, then to decide again all of a sudden
that we have got to cut it down. What I am anxious to do
is to get to the bottom of the fundamental problem, the
fundamental reasons why we have this unemployment prob-
lem and try to work in a way that will result in a well-rea-
soned program that will be a permanent answer to it.

So I do not believe that any of us, regardless of what his
political opinion may be, can afford to lay off these 1,400,000
American heads of families. I do not think we would be
doing a fair thing by the businessmen, by the farmers, by
those W. P. A. workers, by any other workers, or anybody else;
and I ask you, therefore, to maintain these rolls where they
are now for the balance of this fiscal year., Meanwhile we
must find out once for all what is the real cause of unem-
ployment, how we should act on taxes, old-age pensions, agri-
culture, public works, and many other matters to help solve it.
Let us analyze the effect of the social-security program and
see how different would be the effect of a national pension
system paying out as it took in and operating to shift money
out of idle pools into active consumers’ hands. Let us think
through this central problem of money and exchange and
see whether it is not after all reasonable to say that if we
have so-called surplus-farm commodities already piled up and
several million pecple who need to eat them, that after all it
would be right, it would be just, and it would be fair, particu-
larly since those farm commeodities sell today for a price below
what is fair and below what is parity, to use the constitu-
tional right of Congress to put sufficient money into circula-
tion to enable those farm commodities to be moved. Such an
expansive policy to be followed until such time and only
until such time as farm prices are restored to a parity basis.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Has the gentleman given
any consideration to the local responsibility that ought to be
assumed in the administration of the W. P. A.? I have in
mind that in many of the States throughout the country the
Federal Government ratio of expenditure for direct relief runs
from 95 to 99 percent of the total cost. I have further in
mind the fact that in many, many States of the Union they
spend less money for direct relief even than some cities in my
own State. What has the gentleman to say about that?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I will say in the first place
that what the gentleman says does not hold true in my State.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. That is true.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. We have perhaps taken care
over a period of time of approximately as many employable
unemployed through State funds as were on W. P. A. There
are other States where this has not been done, but I am told
that if the rate of taxation in general in the State of Ohio,
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for example, were as high as the rate of taxation in the State
of Mississippi, the State of Ohio could raise four times the
revenue that it is raising now. What I mean is this: One
reason why some of the States do not pay more is because
there is not the wealth to tax. For my part I believe that
for the welfare of the United States as a whole, and certainly
for the welfare of my own State, one of the biggest jobs is to
get a better spread of prosperity throughout this Nation.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The gentleman thinks that
in a State where there is no income tax there is an inability
to pay? Does he believe where there is widespread real-estate
exemptions there is an inability to pay? Does he believe
where industrial conditions have consistently improved dur-
ing the last 10 years there is an inability to pay?

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Not necessarily.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. That exists in many States
of the Union.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. The gentleman may be right.

And now in conclusion, Mr, Speaker, I would like to recite
just a bit of history.

In 1937, on May 20, I said this in the House:

The President has stated the thing most necessary for continued
recovery and betterment is consumer purchasing power. I predict
that if this Congress appropriates a billion or a billion and a half
dollars, either one, but fails to appropriate more than either of these
figures, we will be laying the ground work for the next depression.
Not a penny less than $2,200,000,000 must be appropriated to keep

W. P. A. employment where it is now, and if you want money for
P. W. A, the amount ought to be §2,500,000,000

We did not appropriate $2,200,000,000. We appropriated
$1,500,000,000, and a few months later the recession began.

This year, on January 24, I said in the House:

No. I am frank to say that I belleve that, under present circum-
stances, unless some of the things are done which I am going to talk
about right now, it is necessary to keep up employment of our
people—on public works, if necessary—to at least the degree it was
last year. I would keep every young person in America busy. There-
fore I do not agree with the Budget. I think it is altogethér possible
that if we make these drastic cuts we will have another decline like
we did in 1937, with the consequent necessity of spending more
meney in the end than if at this moment we seized unemployment
by the scruff of the neck and said: “We are going to do the job that
has to be done. We are going to actually put to work American
people who are not at work.”

I have asked this time to repeat that warning.

If you do not like W. P. A. let us find a better method of
dealing with this problem. I have said and I believe there
are better methods.

But until those other methods are actually in operation we
have no right to deny a minimum of life and decency to
1,400,000 American families in the next few months—no right
to cut W. P. A. employment from 2,300,000 to 900,000 in
about 7 short months. And that is what the present sched-
ule calls for.

Either you must join with us in our conference on unem- .

ployment and help the 70 members who are working through
it to develop the fundamental answer to unemployment or
else—ladies and gentlemen of the House—you must change
that schedule and find the money to provide more jobs for
these unemployed people who have already over a 10-year
period paid a very very heavy price for the failure of us here
in Washington to solve the unemployment problem more
quickly,

America has never lost a battle yet. She is not going to
lose this one now. There will arise, I firmly believe, a new
consecration among us, a new devotion to duty and to our
country and to every last person in it. The difference be-
tween right and wrong will become more clear and here and
there throughout the land will arise men of vision who will
begin to say with conviction, “This way is the will of God
for America.” A

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include certain
excerpts.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN]?

There was no objection.
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Mr. HAWKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
a resolution adopted by the Wisconsin Association of Real
Estate Brokers.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. HAwks]1?

There was no objection.

UNEMFLOYMENT IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 10 minutes,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fappis]?

There was no objection.

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, I am sure we are all indebted
to the gentleman from California for his efforts to produce a
solution for our problem of unemployment, as, indeed, we are
to everyone else in the House of Representatives who is work-
ing on this problem. I am sure we all recognize it as the
gravest problem which confronts the Nation today—a prob-
lem the magnitude of which makes it necessary that we get
down to hard and fast fundamental facts and devise some
common-sense method of coping with this problem.

We have had it with us now for some 10 years, and it is now
time that we should be able to profit by the experience we
have had—collect our many ideas together, dispense with all
hysteria and sentimentalism, and get down and work out
some practical solution. When I think of the billions of
dollars we have spent in the last 7 or 8 years on W. P. A., and
think that all of this money has left almost nothing perma-
nent behind it, I feel very much discouraged. When I make
this statement I mean that we have spent all this money and
indulged in all of this expenditure, but we have not devised
any system whatsoever to make those who are unemployed
or on W. P. A. any more able to care for themselves than
they were before we spent this money. Very little of it has
been spent for any real, permanent good.

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to solve the problem of un-
employment, we must solve it in some manner that does not
fasten the unemployed on the public pay roll for their exist-
ence. We cannot forever continue to take money from those
who have and give it to those who have not. Soon we will
have only the have-nots. I believe we must go into the homes
of the unemployed in the United States and make an estimate
of the capabilities to be found there. We will find there a
certain percentage of unemployed people who came from the
farms. Certainly some means should be devised to return
those people to a piece of land whereby they will be enabled
to raise at least a part of their livelihood in the way of food.
I recognize quite well that it is impossible to do this with
all of the unemployed. Many people have said they should
all be put back on the farms, but such a blanket movement
would be no solution. There are a certain number of these
unemployed who originally came from farms, and they can
get along on the farms if they are put back there, They can
raise enough to eat, or at least a good portion of what they
will need to eat. The money used to put them back there
would not be money thrown away. It would have a perma-
nent and beneficial effect. On the other hand, there is a
certain class of these people who, if put back on the farm,
would have to have a high-priced expert with every family
to prevent them from starving to death on the farm. Ob-
viously, their return to the farm would be poor economy, and
some other solution must be worked out in their case. To
start with those who came from the farm would be a step in
the right direction.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I am deeply interested in
what the gentleman says, and I am with him. I wonder if
he would include a reclamation program as a part of the
thing he is suggesting, and I wonder what he would think
about our approaching this problem of soil conservation in
perhaps a more vigorous way than we have, with the possi-
bility of enabling some of these people to go to work on soil
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conservation in some sections of the country with a view to
improving the land that they might themselves go onto.

Mr. FADDIS. In answer to the gentleman’s question, I
would be willing to go along on a proposition of that kind if
it were undertaken on a hard and fast common-sense basis
and not from the viewpoint of putting these people indefinitely
on the public pay rolls, working around with soil until they
wore it out. In other words, if the program would include
putting them on a piece of land where they could raise their
own living in the meantime, and then, in order to give them
extra cash for clothing, amusement, and incidentals, let them
work on soil conservation, all right; but if the program was
purely a matter of putting these people on the public pay roll
to work at soil conservation, no. That would be worse than
the present program.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I believe the gentleman is
right. May I ask one more question? I should like to know
what the gentleman’s opinion is of the Wheeler-Jones farm
credit bill in this connection, and what his opinion is of the
bill of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. PETERsON] relating
to farm homesteads?

Mr. FADDIS. That would be almost too much to answer
at the present time, I may say to the gentleman.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. KNUTSON. Iam in thorough sympathy with what the
gentleman is saying. I have felt for some time—as a matter
of fact, for the last 5 or 6 years—that if we had taken the
money we have spent without bringing about any permanent
benefits and had acquired farms around the centers of popu-
lation, dividing the farms into 5-acre tracts, where the people
could keep a cow, maybe a pig or two, and a few chickens, and
raise some potatoes, and be partially self-sustaining, they
could always get part-time labor in the towns. It happens
that I come from a community where we have a large granite
industry, and that is part-time work. The men are not
employed the year around. If these granite cutters lived on
such 5-acre tracts, with what they earn in the granite sheds
and the quarries they would be living on top of the world and,
as far as they are concerned, relief would be solved for all
eternity.

Mr. FADDIS. I agree with the distinguished gentleman,
and that is exactly what I should like to see started. For
instance, let me use a personal illustration in saying that you
can put some of these people back on the farm and others
you cannot. Take myself, for instance. I was raised on a
farm. If I had to go back to the farm and the cow got hide-
bound I would know what was the matter with her. If the
chickens got the roup, I would know what to do. If the
cutworms were after the corn, I would know what was the
matter and have an idea of what to do. But there are other
people who, if you would put them on a piece of land of that
kind, would be utterly and helplessly lost. You would have to
provide entirely too much assistance to people of that kind
to enable them to get along well on a piece of land to make
the matter practical. Therefore, before any system of that
kind could be put into effect, it would be necessary to make a
thorough inventory of the unemployed and classify them in
order to determine just where you could put them so they
could help themselves.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr. KNUTSON. I notice in discussing the relief problem
here on the floor that many Members labor under the im-

pression that everybody would go back on the farm. I know

people who would rather live in town on half rations than go
out and work on a farm at full rations, because their in-
clination is not that way. However, if you would locate them
on the outskirts of a town, where they could walk in and see
a movie in the evening, or perhaps visit with friends in
town, they would not feel that they were isolated far out in
| the country. This is a very important angle that is often
overlocked. We are not all alike. Many of us would not
like to go out on a farm, and would not be happy out there.
_They would feel they were cut off from everything. Yet
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they would be thoroughly happy on a small tract of land
which they could work by hand in the evenings and in their
spare time.

Mr. FADDIS. I quite agree with the gentleman.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say to the gentleman from Min-
nesota that he is talking back in the “tallow candle” days. We
now have rural electrification. We are taking cheap elec-
tricity out to the farmers of this country, and providing them
with every convenience that you have in the towns without
the noise and the taxes and other adverse influences from
which they would like to get away. Consequently, there are
more people moving back to the farm now. The inclination
to move back to the farm or out to the rural sections is today
stronger than it has ever been in the history of the country.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes. -

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
one brief observation?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr, ENUTSON. May I say to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi that there are a great many people who, if you took
them away from the noise, would feel they were out of every-
thing. They would miss it.

Mr. RANKIN. We take them the noise over the radio.

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. FADDIS. 1 yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Voorris] in his address a moment ago made the

. statement that the total national income either had to be

spent on consumers’ goods or invested in capital goods, or
the amount withheld measured the amount of goods not pur-
chased, which resulted in ultimate unemployment. Is not our
problem here to determine why vast sums are not being in-
vested in capital goods?

Mr. FADDIS. That is true. Capital goods are the goods
that really create the employment with which we wish to take
up the slack.

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Exactly; and these superfi-
cial panaceas, such as pump priming, will never get to the
root of the evil.

Mr. FADDIS. That is true, and if the gentleman will
permit, right in line with his remarks I may say that I am
satisfied that we in the Congress of the United States must
get down to a proper understanding of the fundamentals
which govern our economic relations, both foreign and domes-
tic, if we are ever to solve our pressing problems. We must
give less attention to details and be moved more by reason
than by hysteria. If we master the fundamental principles
governing our economic life, such details as unemployment
will take care of themselves. They are the result of the lack
of understanding of fundamentals.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr. GIFFORD. I simply want to observe that the gentle-
man was reassured, was he not, that rural electrification had
taken care of farm problems.

Mr. FADDIS. Of course, we all understand the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Rankin] is very enthusiastic about rural
electrification, and sometimes I wonder if his enthusiasm in
that respect does not equal the enthusiasm of the ultra
visionaries who wish to solve this problem by putting everyone
who is unemployed on the public pay roll. But, Mr. Speaker,
if we are to solve this problem we must do as I stated before;
we must make a thorough analysis of the capabilities of those
who are unemployed. Those whose capabilities would permit
them to be returned to a piece of land whereby they could
earn part of their living should be returned to a piece of
land. We must also return those who have capabilities along
other lines to some form of employment whereby they can.
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take care of themselves, at least part of the time. We must
work out some program which will take the unemployed
from the dole and the W. P. A. and make them self-supporting
citizens. I realize, and everyone else, I am sure, realizes,
that when we undertake to put such a program as this into
effect, we are going to run into objections from the organized
farmers, and if we attempt to put some of these people into
a sort of semiprivate industry whereby they can support
themselves, we are going to run into trouble with organized
labor.

So there will be two stumbling blocks in the road of
any program of this kind, but if it is to be solved, if the
unemployed are to be taken off of the backs of the tax-
payers of the United States, as they must be eventually, or
the financial structure of this Nation will collapse, we will
have to sit down and work out a program which will be
mutually beneficial and agreeable to the taxpayers of the
United States, to the farmers, and to the groups of organized
labor of this Nation.

Mr. HAWKS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin,

Mr. HAWKS. Then will it not be one of the primary
objects of Members of Congress to keep in mind the welfare
of all of the people of the country rather than to run to
cover every time one of these pressure groups starts working
on us?

Mr. FADDIS. That is exactly true; and I believe right
now that pressure groups are the most dangerous foes of
demoeracy. They work only for their own selfish interests.
[Applause.]

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GIFFORD. I just want to say that the gentleman is
scund and he has my deep sympathy because, as you krow,
you only have 20 on this side of the House who think the way
you do. The gentleman understands that, does he not?

Mr. FADDIS. I know there are a great many on this side
of the House that I could wish thought as I do. Perhaps, I am
wrong, but I have always believed I am right.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. I just want to say that so far
as I am personally concerned, what I said here today is not
the result of any activities of any pressure group at all, but
simply represents my own thinking on the subject.

Mr. HAWKS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr. HAWEKS. I did not mean my statement as any reflec-
tion on the gentleman from California, because I have always
felt he is speaking his own mind. I have never agreed with
him on most of his philosophies; in fact, I am absolutely op-
posed to them, but there was no personal reflection upon the
gentleman in the statement I made.

Mr., FADDIS. I am sure the gentleman from Wisconsin
expresses the belief of every Member of the House in that
respect. No one doubts the sincerity of the gentleman from
California.

Now, Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I plead today for less
hysteria, less sentimentalism, and less selfishness in this ques-
tion of unemployment. It is our primary national problem.
It has been amply proven by T years’ experience that it is per-
manent, not temporary, and must therefore have a permanent
and not a temporary solution. Our experience has proven
that W. P. A. is only a makeshift and no solution. We must
get together and work it out on a common-sense basis, by
making it possible for everyone to be self-supporting by means
of the only method the world ever knew—production. We
must work it out with the idea in mind of helping both the
unemployed and the employed. We must work it out along
the ideas of Americanism and not in response of the wishes
of any or all of the many pressure groups in this Nation. We
must function as statesmen, and when we do so we will find
the answer. [Applause.]
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Mr. D’ALESANDRO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanmous con-
sent to address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objecton to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objecton.

Mr. D’ALESANDRO. Mr. Speaker, the American people are
determined now more than ever to abide by the wise advice
given the Nation in the days of its infancy by its first Presi-
dent, the immortal ueorge Washington. He warned us to
beware of foreign alliances and entanglements., The present
Congress is in complete agreement with that principle. I
find an overwhelming sentiment against foreign involvements
and alliances. I know I speak the sentiment of the vast ma-
jority of the Members of Congress when I say that the main-
tenance of peace is the cornerstone of our national policy.
Unless called on to defend our country, this Nation will re-
main at peace. We are agreed that we will not enter into
the quarrels of other nations. Yet we are all of one mind,
that we will defend our shores, our lives, our liberties against
foreign invasion.

We will not invite trouble to our land, but trouble may
come without our making. Finland made every honorable
attempt by peaceful means to avoid attack, but the Com-
munist army marched against her. Poland was content to
live within its borders at peace with the world, yet from the
east and from the west it found itself invaded and crushed
by the dictatorships—its liberties gone, its citizens condemned
to lives of serfdom, its religion prostituted and destroyed.
Czechoslovakia, a nation peopled by a proud and noble race,
a nation desiring and asking nothing more than the oppor-
tunity to live its life in peaceful industry, found itself, too,
taken over by a dictatorship.

We are living in a chaotic world. Who knows what the
trend of events in Europe may be? Who can say the Com-
munists will be content with their conquest of Finland and
Poland? Without our people realizing what has been going
on, the “red” dictator has been at work in our midst these
many years. The Communist Party, professing Americanism,
but accepting its orders and instructions from Moscow, has
been boring from within. The Communists have entered the
teaching role in our schools and colleges. Diligently the “red”
agitator has been spreading his teachings of class hatred and
strife.

In the words of a distinguished religious leader and citizen
of Baltimore, the purpose of communism is not to keep the
poor contented and happy but to create discontentment and
to keep it steadily growing. The worst possible thing in the
world for Communists is contentment. They breed on dis-
content.

The time has come in America for Americans to awake to
what is going on about them. We who love freedom of oppor-
tunity, religious liberty, and political rights must realize that
within and without there stand powerful forces that would
destroy our American institutions. Little do some of us
realize the insidious foreign influences and propaganda that
are active all about us.

Everything that we have been taught from infancy to hold
dear is held up to scorn, ridicule, and hatred. The family and
the home, the Communist would destroy. Were the Soviet
to succeed from without, or triumph by a successful revolu-
tion from within, Christianity would be banished from Amer-
ican life. The religions of our fathers—Catholic, Protestant,
and Jewish—would meet the fate religion has met in Soviet
Russia. The churches would be turned into halls for riotous
living. The holy men and women of religious vocations would
be violated and butchered.

QOurs is the duty to make it plain to the foreign agitator
that there is no place in America for him. If he does not like
the American way, let him return to the place he came from.
The foreign agitator can be curbed only if our people will
exercise the eternal vigilance which is always the price of
liberty.

To guard against the dangers from without is the task of
the President and Congress. I am happy to say that Congress



1940

is alive to its obligations. It realizes that the surest guaranty
of security for America is an America adequately prepared
to defend its liberties. No foreign nation will be likely to
attack us if it realizes we are prepared to ward off attack.

Modern warfare is not a mere matter of calling up a citi-
zens' army. It is not a matter of a month or two of prepa-
ration. Adequate defense means first a navy equal to any
other navy in the world. I am happy to say the President
and Congress have done and are doing nobly to create such a
navy, one that in a short time will be the pride and joy and
the security of every American,

Likewise, the army of modern warfare requires long train-
ing, an efficient officer personnel, modern equipment in tanks,
guns, and shells. Such an army cannot spring into being
overnight. Therefore, I am happy to tell you that the Presi-
dent and Congress are alive to the needs of the Army.

There is no hysterical preparation for war. Hysteria and
scare, the Congress has carefully avoided. But it has set
in motion the machinery that will give us the nucleus for a
sufficient Army if we are called upon to defend ourselves.

The American air force a short time back was far inferior
in numbers and equipment. to the air forces of other nations.
Here, too, we have realized our shortcoming, With great
vigor we are creating an air force worthy of the greatness of
America. Shortly our air force will be large enough to beat
off any force that might be sent against us.

Adequate defense is the watchword. Let us build to the
point required for cur safety and security. For adequate
defense we must build and build promptly.

The scientists, it has been said, measure space by the dis-

tances of stars; the dictators measure distances on this globe

by the range of their bombing planes. Though America is
determined to remain neutral and at peace with the world,
it cannot close its eyes to what is going on aboutf it. The
only neutral that can feel safe in its desire for peace is the
neutral that is ready and able to defend itself. The only
plea for peace that the war-mad dictators will respect is a
peace backed with battle for battle, bomber for bomber, tank
for tank, gun for gun. This is the kind of preparedness that
the American people are entitled to have. This is the kind
of preparedness the President and Congress are now under-
taking to provide for ocur peace-loving nation. It is our
surest bulwark against war. [Applause.]

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for 5 minutes and to extend my
remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

There was no objection.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, I also listened
with great interest to the gentleman from California [Mr.
VoorHis] who spoke a few moments ago. I rose once to
question him, but saw that he had been so interrupted that
he had too little time. I am taking just a moment now to
express my firm belief that he is fundamentally right in the
views he expressed. I might disagree with him in some de-
tail, but not to any great extent. As I understood the
gentleman from California, we cannot long continue to bor-
row frem the rich to feed the poor, although his heart and
mine are in sympathy with the mass of the poor who must
be taken care of. There must be, and there is another way.
Fundamentally we must revise not only our economic system,
but our financial system, so as to do some long-range plan-
ning for this thing and not depend upon shots in the arm,
these hypodermic injections which we have been using so
frequently.

However, I do not condemn hypodermic injections abso-
lutely, either financial or physical. A physician who goes
into a hospital and says he will never resort to hypodermic
injections, or to the use of drugs because his patient is apt
to become addicted to the same, is making a sad mistake, and
is showing inhumanity. There is, of course, danger of a
patient becoming addicted to the use of drugs when he is
carelessly treated for his health. So may our Nation, by these
shots in the arm, lead some of our people to become addicted
to help from the Government. We must watch out that we

Is there objection?
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do not pauperize our pecple. I fear that, and I want to
avoid that.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Yes; I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Does the gentleman feel
that in justice to what has been done in the last few years
it should be pointed out that the borrowing which the Gov-
ernment has done has been merely to compensate for the
failure of private debt to be contracted during those years,
which under our present monetary system is the means we
depend upon to bring money into circulation.

Mr. MURDOCK or Arizona. The gentleman is right; that
is the way we have brought money into eirculation and I feel
there ought to be other means of bringing money into cir-
culation.

Mr. VOORHIS of California. But that is the explanation of
the Government’s increase in debt.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. My understanding is that
a capitalistic system of society where free enterprise is per-
mitted—which is a system which we have and want to
protect—requires borrowing. Therefore an interest-bearing
debt is a characteristic feature of our economic society. Our
national debt has now reached the point where we are
beginning fo feel concerned, but I am less concerned than
some of my colleagues, when I think of the purpose for
which this debt was created.

Textbooks on economics have long taught that it is the
business of government to embark upon a spending and
building program to furnish employment whenever the
periodic depressions of the business cyele hit us, and private
employment is reduced. If that was good economic doc-
trine in classical theory, why is not it good actual practice?
And that, as I conceive it, is exactly what we have done.

The gentleman from California will recall that he and
I listened 2 hours one evening recently to a distinguished
scholar from Sweden who told us that his people believed
in balancing the Budget, but that they had found out that
it was not necessary to balance it annually. He said they
were satisfied to balance it according to each business cycle.
There is much food for thought there. I am in favor of our
balancing the Budget according to business cycle rather
than according to year.

Those who appear so desperately alarmed about our na-
tional indebtedness and fearful as to who will pay it and
bear the interest burden might do well to consider that the
total interest-bearing indebtedness for the country, public
and private, is no greater now—indeed, it is less—than the
total was in 1929. The difference is that there is now more
Government borrowing and lending and less private lending
than in 1929. Just so long as we have the American scheme
of things, capital will be needed, borrowing will be necessary,
and there must be an interest burden. Personally, I would
prefer that most of the capital be furnished by private sources
and the interest payments necessitated thereby go to private
citizens. However, I should want that to be a natural and
logical function of cur economic and business system and
not because of a monopolistic control by any special group.
I do not believe that we ought to have a national debt, an
interest-bearing debt, merely so some of our wealthy citizens
can be coupon clippers.

Alexander Hamilton was of the school that believed a na-
tional debt is a national blessing. I can follow his reasoning.
I can conceive that a national debt sometimes can be a na-
tional blessing, and believe it was in the early days of the
Republic; but, on the other hand, I can conceive of a national
debt—and we are approaching that situation now—being a
menace. Perhaps we have just about reached the point
where we do not want to go further into debt. Therefore, in
order to help the country rather than to satisfy the desires of
the lending class, we must seek some other way of financing
that part of the program which the Government must neces-
sarily carry on.

However, I am in agreement thoroughly with one or two
remarks made just ahead of me—that it is our job now to find
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employment for our unemployed in private industry. Really
that is why I have asked for this time., A businessman said
to me when I was home—and he is my banker, and a glass-
eyed individual, at least he was glass-eyed on one or two
occasions when I have visited him—that we ought to do some-
thing for the small-business man to help him be an employer;
we have helped everybody else under heaven, and why not
help the small-business man. I agree with him; and although
this is not the chief explanation of what he thought ought to
be done, I believe that a large part of the unemployment in
the State of Arizona would vanish if mining could be resumed
in the proper way. There is a great area highly mineralized;
there is hidden wealth lying under the ground that ought to
be taken out. There are 4,000 members of the small-mine
operators in Arizona who have claims and who want to go to
work, but these 4,000 small-mine operators have little or no
capital. We have come to the aid of the railroads, the build-
ing trades, and the farmers, but we have done nothing for
the development of mining, and there are about a dozen
States in this country where mining is the basic industry.
Mining is a hazardous venture, but is it more hazardous than
fire, automobile, or marine insurance? Mining is one indus-
try to which all other industries look for materials. Even
farming is no more basically necessary than the taking of
wealth from the earth, and yet no encouragement, aside from
producing the precious metals, has been given our miners. To
do two things at once, the Government could stimulate the
mining industry and solve the unemployment problem.

Well, you say, “Why don’t these mining men go to Wall
Street and borrow, or why don’t they go to Phoenix and
borrow?” They cannot do so for several reasons. The one
thing they need is to bring more capital into the mining
industry. These men are entrepreneurs in the mining game,
if you will allow that expression. These are private owners,
and they want to get capital whereby they can go ahead and
develop mines as they did 20 or 30 years ago. That is true
not only in the State of Arizona, but it is true throughout
the West. I believe that a wise policy on the part of this
Government to aid such small-business men would give em-
ployment to thousands. That would be one of my sugges-
tions.

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. I yield.

Mr. FADDIS. I am interested in the gentleman’s state-
ment and I want to advance my thought in that connection.
I said a moment ago that I believed we paid too little atten-
tion to fundamentals and too much attention to details.
Now the gentleman is mentioning a problem in connection
with the mining industry. Certainly the gentleman recog-
nizes this fact, that in order to have an outlet for the prod-
ucts of those miners there must be a market?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Exactly. That is one of the
essentials.

Mr,. FADDIS. So the first thing we must do in this country
is to restore confidence in the American institutions and
in our time-honored economic system until it will produce a
market for the products of the mine. Of all industries, min-
ing is so dreadfully expensive labor that you must have a
ready market for the products of the mine in order to pro-
duce them.

Mr. MURDQOCK of Arizona. I may say to the gentleman
that his State furnishes such a market, but I know one way
to improve it. The gentleman will recall how strenuously he
labored to get authorization and appropriation for a stock
pile of the strategic minerals. His great objective was to lay
in a supply of such as quickly as possible as an emergency
proposition. The gentleman is aware that the great steel in-
dustry of Pennsylvania must have these same strategic
minerals and metals, such as manganese and tungsten. The
gentleman’s State will serve as a ready market for all of
these that we can produce. In safety for our country, the
gentleman will admit we ought to develop the needed supply
at home and not depend upon foreign sources.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. Faopis, Mr. VAN ZanpT, and Mr. PATRICK by unanimous
consent were granted permission to revise and extend their
own remarks in the RECORD.

THE UNEMPLOYMENT PROBELEM

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to address the House for 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I am in thorough accord
with the remarks made by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Fappis]. It is encouraging to hear Members of
the House, regardless of which side of the aisle they may
represent, talk along such practical lines.

In the last 7 years we have spent $22,108,454,024.98 for
relief and recovery. I believe it is safe to say that we are
no farther along today on the road to recovery than we
were when the program was set up back in 1933. We can-
not continue to carry this tremendous burden indefinitely.
Already taxes have reached a point where they are acting
as a brake on recovery and have lowered our living standard.
Further unnecessary expenditures, of course, will be re-
flected in increasing those taxes and reducing the amount
paid to the needy. Our aim should be to find a permanent
cure for the unemployment that afilicts us at the present
time. Today one out of every six and one-half persons is out
of work and 6,000,000 of our youth have never had a steady
job.

I have no sympathy with those who would have us believe
that one-sixth of our people are on the relief rolls perma-
nently. They do not want to stay on relief. They want jobs.
I would rather take an optimistic view of it, that as yet we
have but scratched the surface in our country’s development.
A large majority of those out of work would gladly take a
job if it could be found. The thing that we need above every-
thing else, as the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fappis]
so well pointed out, is to restore confidence on the part of
those who are engaged in business and who have money to
invest.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I am in thorough agreement with the
gentleman’s statement. Would the gentleman desire to ex-
press his views briefly on the inducement for capital to invest
in productive enterprise through a decrease of the higher
surtaxes that we have on our income taxes?

Mr. ENUTSON. Leading economists are of the opinion
that our present surtax rates have already passed beyond
the point of diminishing returns. In other words, they be-
lieve we could get more revenue with modified rates. This
view has been held by former Secretaries of the Treasury, and
Democrats as well as Republicans. I am inclined to agree
with them because, after all, excessive taxation tends to create
stagnation and unemployment. On that subject let me
quote President Roosevelt in his Pittsburgh address on Octo-
ber 19, 1932:

Taxes are pald In the sweat of every man who labors because they
are a burden on production and can be paid only by production.
If excessive, they are reflected in idle factories, tax-sold farms, and,
hence, in hordes of the hungry tramping the streets and seeking
jobs in vain.

No longer does the cry “soak the rich” have any appeal for
the thinking man and woman because they know the rich are
being taxed to the limit at the present time. The highest
income brackets are taxed 79 percent by the Federal Govern-
ment, which leaves them 21 percent for living expenses, re-
placement, expansion, and State and local taxes. How long
can a program like that stand up without breaking down? It
is time that we take a rational and common-sense view of
this whole question. The demagogue has been ranting long
enough.

The time has come for us to lay aside partisanship in the
consideration of this great question. I want to believe, and I
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do believe, that those who are now charged with the adminis-
tration of relief in this country are doing the best that they
can. They are acting according to their light, but it would
seem that by this time it should be apparent to all that no
lasting benefit has accrued from what has already been done,
and that it would be futile to expect any benefit of a perma-
nent nature can be derived from the present program in the
future.

If I were conducting the relief policy of this Government, I
would acquire farms on the outskirts of centers of population,
and, instead of putting one family on 160 acres, I would divide
that farm up into 30 or 40 small tracts, put a set of buildings
on each tract costing $3,000 or $4,000. I would not expect the
people that we placed on those tracts to derive their entire
income and support from the homestead, but at least it would
be a refuge in times of unemployment.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 3 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no chjection.

Mr. KNUTSON. There is always seasonal work to be had in
centers of population. If we could provide those people who
are now on relief, or the greater part of them, with a small
tract of land that they could work by hand, where a team
would not be required, where they could have a cow, a pig or
two, a few chickens, and raise their own potatoes and other
garden truck—with what they could earn on the side in sea-
sonal work would make them absolutely independent, and
that is what they want.

The $22,000,000,000 we have spent on relief and recovery
would have provided $6,316 for each of the three and one-
half million families cn relief. How much of that amount
has each family received? We all know that relief has been
necessary and will continue to be until we can find jobs for the
unemployed, but too much of the relief dollar has gone for
administration and too little of it got down where it was
needed. Those who have opposed the excessively high ad-
ministrative cost of relief are called heartless reactionaries
who would let the people go hungry. My friends, that is not
true.

There is a very considerable element in this country who
do not want to see the relief problem solved. They aim to
keep that large number under their thumb politically. Then,
there are those who have organized large groups of reliefers
and make an easy living out of contributions received from
people who can ill afford to spend money for that purpcse.
It is a sad and sordid picture and one that we will not be
proud to look back upon when times again become normal.

Relief will have to be continued until industrial produc-
tion can be speeded up to a point where the unemployed can
be absorbed. Unfortunately, the present policy is preventing
the speeding up of production, except in a few industries
that supply war material.

The charge that Congress has been niggardly in appro-
priating for relief is not borne out by facts. Such appropria-
tions would have been all-sufficient had they been wisely
expended. If it has been found necessary to lay off relief
workers the blame must be laid at the door of those who
have been charged with spending the money. They have
wasted the money we gave them. On all sides we find ex-
amples of wasteful spending for needless projects. Congress
is not altogether blameless for this sad state of affairs but,
primarily, the major blame must be placed on the shoulders
of those who failed to grasp the fact that every dollar wasted
came out of the pockets of those who are in dire need.
Let them explain what has been done with the money we
have appropriated for relief and recovery since 1933. The
total represents $22 for every minute since the time of
Christ, or $22,108,454,024.98, an astronomical figure, and yet
there are those who say it should have been much greater.

If we would take our foot off the brake that is holding
the machine back while we are climbing a steep grade—and
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it is the first time in history that we have seen anyone do
that in climbing a steep grade—if we would take our foot off
the brake, reduce Government spending to actual needs,
reduce expenditures in such a way that it will be reflected
in a substantial reduction in taxes, which in turn will inspire
confidence and provide work for those unemployed but are
employable. That would end the depression.

You cannot make me believe that we have reached
full development of our country. When I was in Europe
last summer I found there was an actual manpower short-
age in Germany, France, Belgium, Holland, and the Scan-
dinavian countries. The only country where there was an
unemployment problem of any magnitude was in Great
Britain. We should not have that problem on our hands.
Instead of lagging back way down the list in recovery we
should be way out in front in recovery, with our great re-
sources, our untapped wealth.

Today we are No. 20 in point of recovery. We should be
No. 1. We should be leading the whole world on the road
back to normal times. But we cannot do it, Mr. Speaker,
until we have reduced taxes, until we have taken the Gov-
ernment’s strangling hand off of the throat of industry, and
until we give some assurance that the man who has the
courage to invest his money is going to get a fair return on
his investment. [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 2 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, frequently we are getting
excited up here when we drift into partisanship, something
which has not shown itself today, there has heen no parti-
sanship shown here, and it is a refreshing thing. Here is
what we are in this country, and I think as lawmakers we
might as well just relax and think it out. We Americans
are a bunch of people who landed in a country of tre-
mendous resources, the like of which had not been enjoyed
by any other people in any other part of the world. This is a
storehouse of earth’s richest treasure. This is the lap of
Croesus here. So, as a people, what did we do? We bhe-
came naturally a bunch of cold, sotted wastrels. We had
so much we did not know what to do with it. We cut down
our forests. If trees died by worms, by fire, or general
waste we could go across the hollow to find and cut more.
There were plenty. We killed off our bison, we recklessly
and carelessly plowed our lands. If we plowed it up and
down hill and it washed away we could move to another
hundred acres across the valley. It could be obtalned By
mere entry. Not only have we done that with our timber,
wild game, and our grasslands, but also with most of our
natural resources, and we bolted into the same sort of
growth as to our general economic structure. It may be a
bit harder to visualize but is as certain a fact.

‘We now have come to the place where there are 130,000,000
people in this country, and the things that we have en-
joyed by reason of natural abundance we find are becom-
ing exhausted. Even our old methods of economics cannot
be sustained. The Democrats have been blaming the Re-
publicans and the Republicans blaming the Demoecrats when
as a matter of fact it is just a condition wherein we have
caught up with ourselves; we have taken up all the slack
and we might just as well blame nobody as anybody else, but
have the common sense to get together to figure it out and
decide what we had better do, for it we do not learn to oper-
ate on a different basis than we have in the past poverty
is assured the generation that is to come. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection it is so
ordered.

There was no objection.
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SOLVING OUR NATIONAL PROBLEMS

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I take it that every Member
of Congress is interested in restoring normal conditions
throughout the country. The question is how to arrive at
that solution.

For us to admit in the very infancy, you might say, of this
Republic, with all our great natural resources, for us to admit
that we are unable to solve these problems certainly would
be a confession that would be deadening to the aspirations of
the American people.

My contention is that we have the solution in our hands
and that it is the duty of Congress to solve these problems.
You are not going to do it, however, by borrowing money from
the rich and giving it to the poor for all of us to pay back
with compound interest, in that way holding down commaodity
prices, depressing prices, and stultifying human initiative.

I believe in a free economy. The only attack that I have
made on private enterprise has been against those monopolies
that violate every fundamental principle of the common law.
The only time I have ever advocated public ownership was a
public ownership of public utilities where they were engaged
in a public business, such as the electric power business.

In my opinion, that is the only way we are ever going to
solve the problem we have today of these enormous holding
companies that impose upon the masses of the American
people the exorbitant overcharges that we are now having to
pay for electric lights and power.

I have tried to secure for the American people relief from
these exorbitant overcharges for electric energy, and I have
the happy consolation of knowing that my efforts in that
respect have helped to reduce light and power rates in every
State in the American Union and in every congressional dis-
irict represented on this floor. Practically every human being
who turns an electric switch anywhere in the United States
has benefited by my efforts.

Here we are in the richest land the world has ever seen.
We have more wheat, more corn, more cotton, more lumber,
and more manufactured articles than we know what to do
with. The contention is made that we have a surplus—that
we have too much. Yet hungry people are appealing to us
on every hand. We try to solve the problem, as I said, by
borrowing from the rich and giving to the poor, which is one
of the most deflationary programs I have ever known. Agri-
culture has been regimented, the farmer has been put in a
strait jacket and told how much he shall plant, what he shall
plant, and what he shall do with it, contrary to all those
fundamental principles of the common law on which human
freedom and free institutions have been built. We have
gathered up the gold of the world, demonetized it, and buried
it in the ground. We have demonetized silver. The ones
from whom we bought much of this gold have taken the
money we paid for it back to countries that have depreciated
their currencies and have bought three, four, or five times as
much goods with it as they could have bought with the same
amount of money in this country.

Under the Federal Reserve Act we have a right to issue
currency with a 40-percent gold coverage. This $18,000,000,-
000 of gold we have buried in the ground would supply a
reserve for a sufficient amount of currency to pay the national
debt.

Where is our foreign market? It is not in Europe today.
‘We have demonetized silver, as I said a moment ago. When
we demonetized silver we killed our foreign markets in the
Orient. Silver has been the money of all the Orient since
ihe beginning of time. The first money ever mentioned in
Holy Writ was silver. That is the only money the people in
the Orient know. That is the only money they can get.
When we demonetized silver we killed cur foreign trade in
the oriental countries. Today our foreign trade is dead; it
has come to a standstill; high tariffs and other trade restric-
tions have killed ocur European trade, and our silver policy
has almost destroyed our oriental trade.

The industrialists are today charging the same prices for
their industrial commodities that they were receiving at the
peak of agricultural high prices. The farmers are paying the
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same prices for manufactured articles today that they were
paying when cotton was 20 cents or 25 cents a pound and
when wheat was $2 or $2.50 a bushel. Our farmers cannot
stand it. It is gradually grinding them into the dust. We
never will solve this problem until we solve the monetary
question—put this gold and silver to work, or put its repre-
sentative, the currency issued against it, to work, and in
that way restore the prices of farm products. Members from
industrial centers will say, “You would just raise prices to
all.” But that would not raise the debt these farmers owe;
it would not raise the taxes these farmers have to pay; it
would not increase the interests on those debts. But it would
increase the farmer’s income and give him something to buy
with.

You talk about income taxes. The farmers of this Nation,
the home owners of this Nation out in the rural sections,
pay the highest taxes for the incomes they receive of any-
body under the American flag. When you depressed those
prices from 20-cent cotton and $2 wheat to 10-cent cotton and
$1 wheat, or 8-cent cotton and 80-cent wheat, you simply
double the burden he has